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Summary

The National Sea Grant College Program (NSGCP or Sea Grant) was created
nearly 40 years ago and has matured into a state-federal partnership with a distinctive role
and management structure. Sea Grant is a nationwide network (administered through the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration [NOAA]) of 30" individual Sea Grant
programs” based at some of the nation’s top universities. The NSGCP engages this
network in conducting scientific research, education, training, and extension projects
designed to increase assessment, development, utilization, and conservation of coastal
resources by providing assistance to promote responsive research and training activities
and to broaden knowledge and techniques (National Sea Grant College and Program Act,
1966 [P.L. 89-688]).

The NSGCP has been a main source of funding in the United States for activities
in marine policy, and thus far has been a major contributor to the issues of aquaculture,
biotechnology, coastal communities and economies, coastal natural hazards, ecosystems
and habitats, fisheries, marine science literacy, seafood science and technology, urban
coasts and invasive species. The program also supports students at all levels of the
educational system and has supported education and training of many marine and Great
Lakes scientists, resource managers, and policy specialists through its three fellowship
programs, including the John A. Knauss Marine Policy Fellowship, the Sea Grant/NOAA
Fisheries Graduate Fellowship, the Sea Grant Industry Fellowship Program.

In 1993, the Under Secretary of Commerce for Oceans and Atmosphere requested
the National Academies review and evaluate the NSGCP as part of an effort to prepare
for the then pending National Sea Grant College Program Reauthorization Act of 1998
(P.L. 105-109). The resulting 1994 report, 4 Review of the NOAA National Sea Grant
College Program, recommended several actions, including strengthening the strategic
planning process at the national level, clarifying the roles and responsibilities of the
National Sea Grant Office (NSGO) and individual program personnel as well as the
National Sea Grant Review Panel (NSGRP), and carrying out systematic, periodic
reviews of the individual programs (National Research Council [NRC], 1994).

! Not including the 3 programs in development stages.
% For the purpose of this report, all 30 programs will be referred to as “individual Sea Grant programs”.
Previous Sea Grant literature has also used the term “state program” or “Sea Grant college/institute”.
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THE CURRENT STUDY

In partial response to the 1994 report, the Director of the NSGCP (referred to as
“National Director” throughout this report) requested that the National Sea Grant Review
Panel establish a process for evaluating each individual program once over a four year
review cycle. These reviews are carried out through a series of site visits, each of which
usually involves 4 to 7 recognized experts in marine science and policy, who focus on a
uniform set of performance criteria, using a standardized set of benchmarks and
indicators. This evaluation process has evolved through time, in response both to
experience gained during its execution and to evolving expectations of Congress. The
National Sea Grant College Program Act Amendments of 2002 directed NOAA to
contract with the National Academies to carry out a review of the evaluation process and
make appropriate recommendations to improve its overall effectiveness.

Statement of Task

The Committee on the Evaluation of the Sea Grant Program Review Process (the
Committee) was charged with assessing new procedures adopted by the NSGCP since the
publication of the 1994 NRC report to determine their impacts. During this study, the
Committee assessed the impact of the new procedures and evaluation process on Sea
Grant as a whole. Among the areas considered were the quality of the work produced by
the program; its responsiveness to national, regional, and local needs; and the quality of
its leadership, management, and reputation. Specifically, the Committee was asked to
examine:

(1) Effectiveness of major changes instituted in response to the recommendations
of the 1994 NRC report with regard to individual program performance and
quality.

(2) Effectiveness of program review procedures with regard to accuracy,
accountability, and enhancement of individual program performance. Both the
previous and current review procedures (adopted in 2003 in response to the Sea
Grant Act of 2002) will be assessed as specified below:

e Review the effectiveness of the evaluation and rating system in
determining relative performance of programs with regard to
management and quality of research, education, extension, and training
activities;

e Evaluate whether there have been improvements in programs as a result
of the evaluation process;

e Evaluate the 2003 review procedures for their ability to meaningfully
segregate individual programs into five categories based on competitive
scores; and

e  Compare the effectiveness of the previous and 2003 review procedures
with regard to the dual objectives of maximizing the quality of each
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program and of rating programs relative to each other for the purpose of
determining performance-based funding.

(3) Assessment of the usefulness and fairness of metrics developed to evaluate
programs with different operational constraints, resources, and local priorities.

e Evaluate metrics for relevance and clarity;

e Determine whether metrics provide a quantitative measure of quality of
performance; and

e Assess whether metrics improve consistency and objectivity of reviews
from different teams evaluating a diverse portfolio of individual Sea
Grant programs.

The Committee was also asked to make recommendations for improving the
overall effectiveness of the evaluation process to ensure fairness, consistency, and
enhancement of performance.

IMPACT OF CHANGES IN RESPONSE TO 1994 REPORT

Following the 1994 NRC report, the NSGO instituted a number of changes in an
effort to improve the overall program and the manner in which individual programs are
evaluated. Although strategic planning within the NSGCP needs to be improved, the
adoption of a formal strategic planning process at the national program level, as
recommended in the 1994 report, is prima facie an improvement over earlier practice. In
addition, there is a general consensus among the directors of individual Sea Grant
programs that the evaluation process instituted in 1998 in partial response to the 1994
report has led to improvements in their programs, despite the fact that many within this
group are openly critical of some aspects of the process. Finally, several members of the
Committee have first-hand, long-term experience with the Sea Grant program and it is
their considered opinion that the changes instituted since 1994 have strengthened the
overall program. As with the Sea Grant directors, the opinions of even knowledgeable
individuals cannot be taken as objective indicators; but, the unanimity of response to this
issue—particularly in light of differences of opinions on other issues—suggests that real
improvements have occurred.

EFFECTIVENESS OF POST-2002 EVALUATION

As mentioned, the process established by the NSGO in 1998 (and modified
periodically since) to evaluate program performance appears to have led to improvements
in the overall program. However, several areas of concern remain. Since the
reauthorization of the program in 2002, program evaluation within Sea Grant has evolved
to serve two, theoretically related purposes, (1) identifying areas for improvement in
individual programs, and (2) rating and ranking of individual programs for the purpose of
competitively awarding merit and bonus funds (as stipulated by Congress in the 2002 Re-
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Authorization, P.L.107-299). These purposes are related insofar as competition for funds
serves as an incentive to the individual programs to improve. The evaluation process as it
has been performed since 2003, however, appears to be more appropriately structured to
achieve the narrow goal of ranking programs and distributing competitive funds. For the
overall program to improve—and, in particular, for it to become (and be seen to become)
a truly national program—there is need for NSGO to strengthen its ability to facilitate
and coordinate efforts of the individual programs.

Perhaps the foremost concern about the Sea Grant evaluation process is the
reliance by the NSGO on periodic assessments as the primary, if not only, means of
evaluation and oversight. Despite the general high quality of the information they
provide, the over-reliance on periodic assessments undermines the role that the NSGO
could play in continued improvement of the individual programs and in the
administration and coordination of the national program. The periodic assessments
themselves rely heavily on information collected during quadrennial visits by Program
Assessment Teams (PATs) overseen by the NSGRP. As the members of PATs and the
NSGRP are not Sea Grant employees, the preponderance of program oversight is actually
external. The Director of the National Sea Grant College Program, under
supervision of the Secretary of Commerce and in consultation with the National Sea
Grant Review Panel and the individual Sea Grant programs, should strengthen the
ability of the National Sea Grant Office to carry out meaningful, ongoing internal
assessment in order to complement periodic, external assessment currently taking
place.

STRATEGIC PLANNING

The importance of strategic planning in program development, implementation,
and evaluation was emphasized in the 1994 NRC report. Specifically, the 1994 report
recommended that “State Sea Grant Directors [individual Sea Grant Program directors]
and the Director of the NSGCP [National Director] must cooperate to develop a single
strategic plan articulating a shared vision and strategies which must be fully integrated
into, and reflective of, NOAA’s strategic plan.” Although strategic planning at the
national level, as carried out by the NSGO, meets this recommendation, the same cannot
be said at the state level. More effort is needed to ensure that all of the individual Sea
Grant programs develop strategic plans that dovetail with the national plan, while
addressing local and state challenges they may be uniquely equipped to address.

Since 1994, a number of high-level reviews, such as the recent report from the
U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy, have identified the most pressing problems in marine
policy. These reviews have repeatedly emphasized the need to identify and address issues
at the proper regional scale. The state and federal partnership NSGCP represents what
would seem to be well-suited to addressing these intermediate-scale problems, as federal
coordination and support for local and state efforts is generally an important component
to effective regional action. To ensure that strategic planning reflects a shared vision,
representatives of the NSGO should participate in the local strategic planning process and
the strategic plan should serve as the basis upon which the individual Sea Grant program
is evaluated. Steps should be taken by the Director of the National Sea Grant College
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Program, under supervision of the Secretary of Commerce and in consultation with
the National Sea Grant Review Panel and the individual Sea Grant programs, to
strengthen strategic planning at both the national and individual program level.
The strategic plans of the individual programs and the national program should
represent a coordinated and collective effort to serve local, regional, and national
needs. As discussed in Chapter 4, actions by the NSGO should include:

¢ developing and implementing a process to assist individual programs in strategic
planning; and

e creating a separate process for evaluating and approving appropriately ambitious
strategic plans for the individual programs.

PERFORMANCE CRITERIA

Performance criteria are a combination of quantitative and qualitative measures
used to assess the selected activity or program, the outcomes of that program, and, in
some instances, the system that program is intended to influence. In the case of assessing
the effectiveness and impacts of individual Sea Grant programs, this involves assigning
benchmarks to describe the expected level of performance in a particular area (such as
program organization and management) and indicators to help assess the outcomes or
impacts of the individual program in that area. As discussed earlier, strategic planning is
a critical basis for implementation, review, and evaluation of institutional programs. The
Director of the National Sea Grant College Program, under supervision of the
Secretary of Commerce and in consultation with National Sea Grant Review Panel
and the individual Sea Grant programs, should modify the benchmarks and
indicators, as needed, to ensure that the performance of each program is measured
against the objectives outlined in the separately approved, program specific
strategic plan called for in the previous recommendation.

In addition, the current Sea Grant evaluation criteria do not recognize the importance
individual programs should play in building cooperative efforts to address regional and even
national scale problems. The existing benchmarks tend to encourage program development at
the local scale. Furthermore, the use of the periodic assessment scores in determining merit and
bonus allocations may have resulted in lower levels of cooperative behavior between programs,
which now see themselves as pitted against one another. Encouraging programs to undertake
cooperative efforts to address regional scale problems thus needs to be incorporated into Sea
Grant evaluation criteria and given a high value.

Modifying the evaluation criteria to place greater weight on cooperative efforts is not
intended as a recommendation to increase the complexity of the criteria. To the contrary, the
current set of scored criteria are found to be overly complex and numerous, requiring significant
amounts of time be devoted to developing consensus scores on a large number of criteria that, in
many cases, account for a small percentage of the overall score. This endeavor to achieve greater
precision by increasing the number of score criteria tends to inadvertently discourage efforts to
produce more holistic judgments of program performance. The Director of the National Sea
Grant College Program, under supervision of the Secretary of Commerce and in
consultation with National Sea Grant Review Panel and the individual Sea Grant
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programs, should substantially reduce the overall number of scored criteria by combining

various existing criteria, while adding cooperative, network-building activities as an

explicitly evaluated, highly valued criterion. Implementation of revised criteria should be
postposed until the beginning of the next cycle of program review (the current review cycle will

conclude in late 2006).

PROGRAM ASSESSMENT TEAMS AND SITE VISITS

Two of the major shortcomings of the current program assessment process are the
limited overlap of the PATs in membership and the inability to evaluate the entire
program in less than four years. Together, these problems compromise the reliability and
credibility of the annual ranking required under the 2002 Act Amendments. Both
shortcomings could be alleviated to a degree by shortening the PAT site visits and
focusing attention during the visit on the most essential evaluation tasks. Reducing the
demands on the PATs would allow members to serve on more than one team and would
also allow a larger number of site visits each year. As long as the PAT process remains
the primary source of information to rate and rank individual programs, steps will need to
be taken to improve the reliability and credibility of the process. The Director of the
National Sea Grant College Program, under supervision of the Secretary of
Commerce and in consultation with the National Sea Grant Review Panel and the
individual Sea Grant programs should shorten the duration of and standardize the
PAT site visits, based on the minimum time and material needed to cover essential,
standardized elements of the program assessment. If, as recommended in Chapters 3,
4, and 5 of this report, the annual evaluation process carried out by the NSGO is modified
so as to provide a reliable and credible assessment of individual programs, changes to the
PAT process to improve reliability will be less urgent. This would allow greater
flexibility for the scope and design of PAT visits.

PROVIDING COORDINATION AND FACILITATION THROUGH
INFORMED, ONGOING OVERSIGHT

Greater involvement and ongoing oversight by the NSGO is needed to ensure that
the program as a whole continues to improve while addressing, local, regional and
national needs. Informed oversight is also needed to lend credibility to annual program
rankings and the allocation of merit and bonus funds. The two goals of program
improvement and increased credibility can be simultaneously served by a meaningful
ongoing, annual evaluation process that complements the periodic assessment carried out
during the PAT site visit. This annual evaluation process, discussed in detail in Chapter
4, would replace the current NSGO Final Evaluation Review (FE). The current FE is
summarized in Chapter 2. Review material prepared for the annual review should
include an effective annual report, supplemented by material that demonstrates the extent
to which the annual activities combine to form a cohesive ongoing program of activity
organized to accomplish the objectives of appropriately ambitious strategic plans. The
Director of the National Sea Grant College Program, under supervision of the
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Secretary of Commerce, should rank the individual Sea Grant programs based on a
program evaluation process that includes more robust, credible, and transparent
annual assessments of each individual Sea Grant program. Assessment of programs
that have undergone periodic assessments in the preceding year should also include
consideration of the PAT reports and the individual Sea Grant program directors’
responses to the PAT reports. The additional effort required of individual Sea Grant
programs to provide information on an annual basis can be offset to a degree by reducing
the time required to prepare materials for the periodic assessment, if the majority of the
information required by the latter can be made up of materials submitted annually.

FAIRNESS IN COMPETITION

This study systematically evaluated the possibility that assessments, ratings, and
the subsequent ranking of program performance are influenced by size or age of the
program, location, type of institutional administration linkages, and years of experience
of the program officer within the NSGO. With one exception, a statistical analysis
relating program ratings with these and other factors found no significant bias. The
exception is a positive correlation between years of experience of the program officer
with the program under evaluation and the improvement in program score during the FE.
Although the changes in program score were generally fairly small, the nature of the
current assessment and ranking process results in a very narrow range of program scores
overall; thus, even a minute difference in the score assigned to two similarly performing
programs that straddle the boundary between bonus categories could result in a
significant difference in the amount of bonus funds awarded. The Director of the
National Sea Grant College Program, under supervision of the Secretary of
Commerce, should revise the calculation of bonus funding allocation relative to
program rank to ensure that small differences in program rank do not result in
large differences in bonus funding, while preserving or even enhancing the ability to
competitively award bonus funds as required by the National Sea Grant College
Program Act Amendments of 2002 (P.L. 107-299).

IMPROVING PROGRAM COHESION

The NSGO does not currently play a sufficient role in ongoing program
assistance, communication, and assessment, or in maintaining close ongoing working
relationships with the individual Sea Grant programs. This limits the ability of the
NSGO, and by extension the National Director, to “provide an appropriately balanced
response to local, regional, and national needs, which is reflective of integration with the
relevant portions of strategic plans of the Department of Commerce and of the
Administration”(P.L. 107-299).

In order for the NSGO to more effectively administer the NSGCP and coordinate
and facilitate the efforts of the individual Sea Grant programs, thus fulfilling the Federal
role within the Sea Grant partnership, the capabilities of the NSGO should be re-
evaluated, and likely, enhanced. The Secretary of Commerce, in consultation with the
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National Sea Grant Review Panel, should take steps to ensure that sufficient human
and fiscal resources are available to allow robust, ongoing, and meaningful
interaction among the Director of the National Sea Grant College Program, the staff
of the National Sea Grant Office, the directors of individual Sea Grant programs,
and the administrators of the home institutions of individual Sea Grant programs.

While the purpose of this study was not to provide specific recommendations
about how the NSGO should be organized, staffed, or funded, it does seem appropriate to
point out various approaches that might be considered for achieving this recommended
action, without significantly expanding the size of the NSGO staff. One such approach
might include establishing a small number of program officers who spend a far greater
portion of their time working with a small number of individual programs with common
challenges than is currently possible now. Indeed, additional approaches need to be
further explored. The Director of the National Sea Grant College Program, under
supervision of the Secretary of Commerce and in consultation with the National Sea
Grant Review Panel and the individual Sea Grant programs, should undertake an
evaluation of how work force capabilities and other components of effective
program administration could be modified within the National Sea Grant Office to
enhance its ability to coordinate and facilitate the actions of individual Sea Grant
programs.

Based on comments made during information gathering meetings, written
correspondence submitted in response to committee requests, and various NSGO and
NSGRP documents, it is apparent that a number of individual program directors remain
confused about key aspects of the program assessment process, the annual evaluation
process, and their impacts on program rankings and funding. Although responsibility for
understanding this process rests with the individual Sea Grant program directors, the
NSGO has a responsibility to make sure the process is reasonably straightforward and
understandable. As discussed in Chapter 3, there should be greater attention and clarity
regarding all aspects of program assessment. The Director of the National Sea Grant
College Program, under supervision of the Secretary of Commerce, should take
steps to ensure that the program assessment process (both the new annual
assessment called for in this report and the PAT review) is well-described and
understood by individual program directors, congressional staff, personnel of the
Office of Management and Budget, university and state administrators, and the
general public.

If the recommendations put forth above are implemented, the functions of the
annual and periodic assessments will evolve such that both will provide different and
independent sources of information about the state of the Sea Grant program as a whole.
This information should provide important insights to the Secretary of Commerce, the
National Director, and potentially Congress. Thus, there would seem to be a need to
synthesize and analyze the results of these assessments every four years, including a
synthesis of all periodic assessments completed during that time and a systematic review
of the NSGO. Developing such a “state of the Sea Grant program” report would seem to
be an obvious role for the NSGRP. The Director of the National Sea Grant College
Program, acting under authority of the Secretary, should direct the National Sea
Grant Review Panel to undertake the development of a systematic review of the
“state of the Sea Grant program” once every four years. The review should rely
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extensively on information collected during the annual and periodic assessments,
augmented with a site visit to the National Sea Grant Office, and it should focus on
how the program is functioning as a whole. In addition to commenting on the how the
program is performing in terms of the various criteria used during the assessments, the
“state of the Sea Grant program” report could identify needed changes in how the
program is administered, how the assessment process is carried out, or other areas as
deemed valuable by the Secretary of Commerce or the National Director.
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Introduction

The National Sea Grant College Program (NSGCP) is a network of 30’
individual Sea Grant programs® and provides funds via these programs for marine
and Great Lakes applied research, education, and outreach. Sea Grant has been a
major source of funding in the United States for work in areas such as marine
aquaculture, shellfish disease, aquatic nuisance species, coastal and estuarine
ecology, seafood safety, marine biotechnology, marine engineering, marine
technology development, and marine policy. Each of the 30 individual Sea Grant
programs (see Figure 1.1) facilitates communication among university
researchers, industry members, policymakers, educators, and the public. Through
its outreach and extension services, scientific research results are shared with the
user communities and these groups in turn communicate their problems and needs
back to the researchers. Thus, Sea Grant plays an important role in identifying
problems, funding potential solutions, and providing educational opportunities
and materials. There are websites’ where individual Sea Grant program directors

" Of the 30 Sea Grant programs, 28 are individual Sea Grant College programs and 2 are Sea
Grant Institutional programs. California and Massachusetts have two Sea Grant programs each,
namely the University of California (located at Scripps Institution of Oceanography) and the
University of Southern California (USC) programs and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology
and the Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution (WHOI) programs, respectively. USC and WHOI
are the two Sea Grant Institutional programs. Two individual Sea Grant programs operate as bi-
state programs (Mississippi-Alabama, Illinois-Indiana). In addition to these 30 Sea Grant
programs, Pennsylvania, Vermont (Lake Champlain), and Guam (3 programs) are in the initial
stages of developing a full Sea Grant program and have not yet been included in the evaluation
process. Source: F. Schuler, NOAA, personal communication, 2005.

? For the purpose of this report, each of the 30 programs will be referred to as an “individual Sea
Grant program” to differentiate it from the entire network, which is referred to as the National
Program or NSGCP. Previous Sea Grant literature and legislation have also used the terms “state
program” and “Sea Grant college/institute”.

* The National Sea Grant Office website (http://www.seagrant.noaa.gov), the National Sea Grant
Library (http://nsgd.gso.uri.edu/), the National Sea Grant Law Center
(http://www.olemiss.edu/orgs/SGLC/lawcenterhome.htm), the National Sea Grant Education
Teacher Resource—The Bridge (http://www.vims.edu/bridge/), and the Sea Grant Media Center
(http://www .seagrantnews.org/).
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Program Review Process

Figure 1-1 National Sea Grant College Program Network (Guam outside of
map range). Source: NOAA.

and the general public can obtain information on the NSGCP and all funded
projects.

ORIGIN OF THE NATIONAL SEA GRANT
COLLEGE PROGRAM

The idea of a Sea Grant college program was originally put forward by
oceanographer, inventor, and writer Dr. Athelstan Spilhaus at the 93rd meeting of
the American Fisheries Society in 1963. Interest in the Sea Grant concept grew,
much of it sparked by an editorial written by Spilhaus (1964, p. 993):

.. .. I have suggested the establishment of “sea-grant colleges” in existing
universities that wish to develop oceanic work. . . . These would be modernized
parallels of the great developments in agriculture and the mechanic arts which
were occasioned by the Land Grant Act of about a hundred years ago. . . .
Establishment of the land-grant colleges was one of the best investments this
nation ever made. The same kind of imagination and foresight should be applied
to exploitation of the sea.

In 1965, U.S. Senator Claiborne Pell of Rhode Island introduced
legislation to establish Sea Grant colleges on campuses nationwide as centers of
excellence in marine and coastal studies. With the adoption in 1966 of the
National Sea Grant College and Program Act (P.L. 89-688)(see Appendix C for
key Sea Grant program legislation), Congress established a federal

12
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government/academic/industry partnership supporting the “establishment,
development, and operation of programs by sea grant colleges and ...other sea
grant programs designed to achieve the gainful use of marine resources” (P.L. 89-
688). The development of marine resources was defined as:

...scientific endeavors relating to the marine environment, including but
not limited to the fields oriented toward the development, conservation,
or economic utilization of the physical, chemical, geological and
biological resources of the marine environment, the fields of marine
commerce and marine engineering, the fields relating to exploration or
research in, the recovery of natural resources from, and the transmission
of energy in, the marine environment; the fields of oceanography and
oceanology and the fields with respect to the study of the economic,
legal, medical or sociological problems arising out of the management,
use, development recovery and control of the natural resources of the
marine environment. [P.L. 89-688]

The term marine environment was defined in the Act as: “the oceans, the
Continental Shelf of the United States, the Great Lakes, the seabed and subsoil of
the submarine areas adjacent to the coasts of the United States to the depth of two
hundred meters or beyond that limit” (P.L. 89-6880).

Title 33, Chapter 22 of U.S. Code 4, The National Sea Grant College
Program Act (33 U.S.C. 1121-1131) codified P.L. 89-688, and subsequent
amendments (e.g., P.L. 94-461°, P.L. 105-160, P.L.107-299)(see Appendix H for
reprinting of most sections in Chapter 22). In Section 1121 of Title 33, Congress
declares the following policy:

....The understanding, assessment, development, utilization, and
conservation of such resources require a broad commitment and  an
intense involvement on the part of the Federal Government in
continuing partnership with State and local governments, private
industry, universities, organizations, and individuals concerned ~ with
or affected by ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources....The National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, through the national sea grant
college program, offers the most suitable locus and means for such
commitment and involvement through the promotion of activities that
will result in greater such understanding, assessment, development,
utilization, and conservation. The most cost-effective way to promote
such activities is through continued and increased Federal support of

* The United States Code is the codification by subject matter of the general and permanent laws
of the United States. It is divided by broad subjects into 50 titles and published by the Office of
the Law Revision Counsel of the U.S. House of Representatives.

> P.L. 94461 completely rewrote the Congressional statement of findings, objectives, and
purposes of the National Sea Grant Program Act to reflect the extension and strengthening of the
national sea grant program to promote research, education, training, and advisory service activities
in fields related to ocean and coastal resources through federal support to sea grant colleges, sea
grant regional consortia, and other institutions through the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, and to make education, training, research, and advisory services responsive to
state, local, regional, or national needs and problems.
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the establishment, development, and operation of programs and
projects by sea grant colleges, sea grant institutes, and other
institutions, including strong collaborations between Administration
scientists and scientists at academic institutions

[33 U.S.C. 1121].

U.S. CODE: LEADERSHIP ROLES AND
RESPONSIBILITIES DEFINED

Title 33, Chapter 22 of the U.S. Code defines the responsibilities of the
key components of the National Sea Grant College Program, and those of various
other entities within the federal government. This section defines those
responsibilies.

The Secretary of Commerce, acting through the Under Secretary of
Commerce for Oceans and Atmosphere’, is responsible for maintaining the
National Sea Grant College Program (referred to as “NSGCP” or “National
Program” throughout this report’), which is to be administered by the National
Sea Grant Office (NSGO). To carry out this function, the Secretary appoints the
Director of the National Sea Grant College Program (“National Director”), who,
subject to the supervision of the Secretary, administers the NSGCP and oversees
the operation of the NSGO. Thus, the Secretary is ultimately responsible for the
appointment, assignment of duties, transfer, and compensation of “such personnel
as may be necessary, to administer the Program.” In addition, the Secretary, in
consultation with the National Sea Grant Review Panel (NSGRP) and the
individual Sea Grant programs (both discussed below), and acting through the
National Director, establishes guidelines related to the activities and
responsibilities of the individual Sea Grant programs. These guidelines are the
major input into the development, every four years, of a strategic plan that
establishes priorities for the National Program, provides an appropriately balanced
response to local, regional, and national needs, and is reflective of integration
with relevant portions of the strategic plans of the Department of Commerce and
the Administration (NOAA®; 33 U.S.C. Sec. 1123).

The National Director is appointed by the Secretary of Commerce to
administer the NSGCP and oversee the operation of the NSGO. The National
Director, subject to the supervision of the Secretary and in consultation with the
NSGRP and individual Sea Grant programs, facilitates and coordinates the
development of a strategic plan every four years that establishes priorities for the
National Program (33 U.S.C. Sec. 1123). In addition, the National Director
encourages the establishment and growth of individual Sea Grant programs and

% The term "Secretary" refers to the “Secretary of Commerce, acting through the Under Secretary
of Commerce for Oceans and Atmosphere” (33 U.S.C. 1122 (15)). Currently, VADM Conrad
Lautenbacher is the Under Secretary of Commerce for Oceans and Atmosphere as well as the
Administrator of NOAA.

733 U.S.C. 1122 uses “The Program” to refer to the National Sea Grant College Program.

¥ The term "Administration" refers to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (Title
33 U.S.C. 1122 (1)).
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facilitates the cooperation and coordination of the National Program with other
Federal activities in fields related to ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources.
The National Director is also charged with evaluating the performance of the
individual Sea Grant programs and rating the programs according to their relative
performance. Title 33 U.S.C. 1123 (d)(3)(A) prescribes that the National Director
rank the individual Sea Grant programs “into no less than 5 categories, with each
of the 2 best-performing categories containing no more than 25 percent of the
programs. ” Title 33 U.S.C. 1123 (d)(3)(B) prescribes that the National Director,
subject to the availability of appropriations, allocate funding among individual
Sea Grant programs so as to: i) promote healthy competition among the individual
Sea Grant programes, ii) encourage successful implementation of the individual
programs; iii) to the maximum extent consistent with other provisions of 7he
National Sea Grant College Program Act, provide a stable base of funding for
individual Sea Grant programs; and iv) encourage and promote coordination and
cooperation among the research, education, and outreach programs of NOAA and
those of academic institutions (individual programs).

The Directors of individual Sea Grant Colleges and Institutes
(referred to as directors of individual Sea Grant programs in this report) are
required by Title 33 U.S.C. 1126 to coordinate program activities and help set
local, regional and national priorities. Thus the directors of the 30 Sea Grant
programs (see Figure 1.1 for map of current Sea Grant locations) play a prominent
and pivotal role in carrying out the function of the National Program. In addition
to overseeing the merit review of all proposals for grants and contracts awarded
under authority provided by Title 33 U.S.C. 1124, it is the responsibility of each
individual director, in consultation with the National Director and the National
Sea Grant Review Panel, to develop and implement a program that is consistent
with the guidelines and priorities established by the National Strategic Plan
required by Title 33 U.S.C. 1123 (c)(1). Furthermore, each individual Sea Grant
program administers a significant pool of non-federal funds, provided either as a
match to federal funding, or as a grant or contract with a state or local funding
source. When acting collectively through the Sea Grant Association (SGA) (to be
discussed shortly), the directors of the individual Sea Grant programs are a
unified voice for these institutions on issues of importance to the oceans and
coasts.

NOAA’s National Sea Grant Office (NSGO), as mandated by Title 33
U.S.C. 1123 (a), operates under the direction of the National Director and
administers funding to the individual Sea Grant programs and oversees several
national funding competitions. The NSGO also facilitates the Department of
Commerce designation of Sea Grant College programs’ and oversees the program
assessment process. The NSGO, in consultation with the NSGRP and individual
Sea Grant programs, is responsible for the development of a strategic plan that
establishes priorities for the NSGCP, provides an appropriately balanced response

? Designation of an individual Sea Grant program is the official naming of an institution of higher
education or confederation of such institutions as an official Sea Grant College program as
bestowed by the Secretary of Commerce. Applicant institutions must meet certain eligibility
requirements.
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to local, regional, and national needs, and is reflective of integration with relevant
portions of the strategic plans of the Department of Commerce and NOAA. In
addition, the NSGO is responsible for managing funding competitions for
National Strategic Investments; three fellowship programs (i.e., the John A.
Knauss Marine Policy Fellowship, the Sea Grant/NOAA Fisheries Graduate
Fellowship, the Sea Grant Industry Fellowship Program); and providing national
coordination and leadership for Sea Grant’s research, education, extension,
communications, and fiscal networks. By law, the NSGO must use no more than
5 percent of the total budget for administrative costs in any given fiscal year to
administer the NSGCP (33 U.S.C. 1131).

The National Sea Grant Review Panel (NSGRP), as mandated by Title
33 U.S.C. 1128, is comprised of 15 individuals with diverse backgrounds in
marine affairs. The panel, appointed by the Secretary of Commerce, is charged
with advising the Secretary and the National Director concerning: (i) applications
or proposals for, and performance under, grants and contracts awarded; (ii) the
Sea Grant Fellowship Program; (iii) the designation and operation of Sea Grant
Colleges and Institutes, and the operation of Sea Grant Programs; (iv) the
formulation and application of the planning guidelines and priorities (as discussed
above); and (v) “such other matters as the Secretary refers to the panel for review
and advice”(33 U.S.C. 1128).

In 1998, in partial response to the 1994 NRC report 4 Review of NOAA
National Sea Grant College Program and the 1997 report, Report on Evaluation
of Sea Grant College Programs, requested by the NSGO and completed by
Copeland, Griswold, and Fetterolf (1997), the National Director, acting under the
Supervision of the Secretary of Commerce, exercised authority under Title 33
U.S.C. 1128(b)(5) to request that the NSGRP formally oversee the periodic
assessment of individual Sea Grant programs (required by Title 33 U.S.C.
1123[c][2] as amended by the National Sea Grant College Program
Reauthorization Act of 1998 [P.L. 105-160]).

The Sea Grant Association (SGA) is a non-profit organization comprised
of the academic institutions that participate in the NSGCP (i.e., primarily directors
and other administrators of individual Sea Grant programs). Though not a formal
part of the NSGCP, the SGA plays an important role in furthering the Sea Grant
program concept. The SGA provides the mechanism for these institutions to
coordinate the research, education, training, and outreach activities of individual
Sea Grant programs and to set program priorities (to enhance the economic,
environmental, and social potential of the nation’s coastal, marine, and Great
Lakes resources) at both the regional and national level (SGA Brochure,
WwWw.sga.seagrant.org).

THE EVOLVING SEA GRANT PROGRAM REVIEW PROCESS
AND ENABLING LEGISLATION

This report is the product of the National Research Council (NRC) study
requested by Congress in P.L..107-299, sponsored by the Undersecretary of
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Commerce for Oceans and Atmosphere, and completed in 2006. It is the second
NRC review of the Sea Grant program.

The first NRC study, requested by the Under Secretary of Commerce for
Oceans and Atmosphere in 1993 and completed in 1994, reviewed and evaluated
the NSGCP to provide the basis for any needed changes to the program and to
provide information for NOAA as it worked with Congress on the then pending
National Sea Grant College Program Reauthorization Act of 1998. The statement
of task for the first study focused on the entire program, and the resulting report,
A Review of the NOAA National Sea Grant College Program, made several
recommendations for improving the program overall (Box 1.1).

With regard to the proposal and program review process, the 1994 NRC
report suggested that the review process for research proposals be decoupled from
the NSGO evaluation of individual Sea Grant programs. It also recommended
that standard scientific and peer review procedures be implemented for all of the
individual Sea Grant programs. The report recommended that the review process
and all aspects of program implementation, including administration, be
streamlined prior to FY 1996. In addition, the report called for the NSGO to
evaluate the success of each individual program on a four-year cycle, using, in
part, retrospective information on recent achievements, based on measures for
each of the three areas of research, education, and outreach. Finally, it was
recommended that the NSGRP evaluate the performance of the NSGO on the
same timetable.

Following the release of the first NRC study and other efforts by
Congress, NOAA, and other key players, the National Sea Grant College and
Program Act was reauthorized by Congress in both 1998 and 2002 (P.L. 105-160
and P.L. 107-299, respectively).

Some Highlights of the National Sea Grant College
Program Legislation

In the 1998 reauthorization of the National Sea Grant Collage and
Program Act, Congress made some changes to the NSGCP. Among the more
notable changes was the establishment of the performance based evaluation
system, or PAT review, and the direction that funded resources would be
allocated to programs based, in part, on their performance.

Congress enacted several new program requirements in the 2002
reauthorization of the National Sea Grant College Program. Three of these new
requirements are relevant to this study (P.L. 107-299):

o Strategic Planning: The Secretary of Commerce was directed to develop
a strategic plan every four years and to consult and coordinate with the
NSGRP and individual Sea Grant programs when doing so.

e New Rating and Ranking of Sea Grant Programs: The Secretary, acting
through the National Director, was directed to evaluate the performance
of individual Sea Grant programs and rate these programs using the
priorities, guidelines, and qualifications established by the Secretary and
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Box 1.1
Key Issue Areas and Recommendations from
A Review of the NOAA National Sea Grant College Program
(Reprinted from NRC, 1994)

ISSUE 1—SEA GRANT’S POSITION WITHIN NOAA

The Administrator must ensure that NSGCP has appropriate responsibility and capability
for research, education and outreach across NOAA. NSGCP should be relocated within
NOAA to report directly to the Office of the Administrator.

ISSUE 2—SHARED VISION AND STRATEGIC PLANNING

State Sea Grant directors [individual Sea Grant program directors] and the Director of the
NSGO [National Director] must cooperate to develop a single strategic plan articulating a
shared vision and strategies which must be fully integrated into, and reflective of, NOAA’s
strategic plan. Unified Sea Grant strategic planning should begin immediately so that its

results can be incorporated in the FY 1997 NOAA budget.

ISSUE 3—OVERLAPPING ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITES

The roles and responsibilities of the state Sea Grant directors [individual Sea Grant
program directors], NSGO, and National Sea Grant Review Panel [NSGRP] must be
clarified. The resultant roles and responsibilities of NSGO and NSGRP should be
clarified by the NOAA Administrator prior to the 1995 reauthorization.

ISSUE 4—PROPOSAL REVIEW AND PROGRAM EVALUATION

The review process for research proposals should be decoupled from the NSGO
evaluation of state programs prior to the 1995 reauthorization. Standard scientific and
peer review procedures should be implemented for all state Sea Grant programs. The
review process and all aspects of program implementation, including administration,
should be streamlined prior to FY 1996. NSGO should evaluate the success of each
state program on a four-year cycle, using, in part, retrospective information on recent
achievements, based on measures for each of the three areas of research, education,
and outreach. NSGRP should evaluate the performance of NSGO on the same
timetable.

ISSUE 5—INTERACTIONS WITH INDUSTRY

NSGO and the state Sea Grant Programs must increase their interactions with marine
industry to include program policy guidance, expanded outreach and marine advisory
services, joint research projects, and substantial industry financial support of the Sea
Grant program. Action to address this recommendation should form part of the
examination of the performance of each state program. These actions should be
identified in the Sea Grant strategic plan.

ISSUE 6—FUNDING

The committee agreed that NSGCP needs additional funding to fulfill its potential. In the
last decade, the purchasing power of the average research grant has declined by about
one-half. A steady increase in funding is necessary if the program’s potential
contributions to the nation’s economic and environmental health are to be realized. Any
additional funds appropriated to NSGCP should be split between enhancement of
meritorious state programs and support of new initiatives.

18

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



http://www.nap.edu/catalog/11670.html

rank the programs according to their relative performance into no less than
5 categories and with each of the 2 best-performing categories containing
no more than 25 percent of the programs.

e Review the Evaluation Process: A review of the Sea Grant evaluation
and rating process was requested by the Act. The National Academies
was to start this review three years from the date of enactment (enactment
was November 26, 2002). The U.S. Department of Commerce was
directed to have the National Academies to review the effectiveness of the
evaluation and rating system (under the 2002 amendment) in determining
the relative performance of programs of individual Sea Grant programs;
and to evaluate whether the individual Sea Grant programs have
improved as a result of the evaluation process. The National Academies
was also requested to make recommendations to improve the overall
effectiveness of the evaluation process.

STUDY APPROACH AND REPORT ORGANIZATION

In response to congressional mandate (P.L. 107-299), the National
Academies formed a committee of experts to carry out evaluate the NSGCP
review process (see Box 1.2 for specific statement of task).

Study Approach

Information to support the study’s conclusions was gathered through
direct requests and public meetings. Materials and comments were requested from
the NSGO, the NSGRP, the SGA, and from all individual Sea Grant program
directors. Three public meetings were held in: Washington, D.C. ( March 2-4,
2005); Rockport, Maine (June 4-5, 2005), concurrently with the first few days of
the biennial Sea Grant Week; and Ann Arbor/Detroit, Michigan (August 9-11,
2005). During those meetings, the committee heard presentations by staff of the
SGA and the NSGO. Open forum sessions were held where directors of
individual Sea Grant programs shared concerns and observations (see Box 1.3 for
some questions asked by the Committee at an open forum). The committee also
had one-on-one discussions with several individual Sea Grant program directors
and their staff members regarding the evaluation process and its impact on the
individual programs.

During the two year study, the committee observed a number of Program
Assessment Team visits to individual Sea Grant programs—several day meetings
where individual Sea Grant programs are reviewed by an assigned Program
Assessment Team (detailed discussion in Chapter 2)— in the states of
Washington (2004), Oregon (2005), Georgia (2005), Ohio (2005), New York
(2005), and Massachusetts (2005, Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution
program). Two representatives of the committee attended the last few days of the
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Box 1.2
Statement of Task

This study will assess new procedures adopted by the National Sea Grant Program since
the publication of the 1994 National Research Council report A Review of NOAA National Sea
Grant College Program to determine their impacts. During this study, the committee will address
the impact of the new procedures and evaluation process on Sea Grant as a whole, identifying
constructive changes and value added to overall institutional effectiveness, responsiveness,
quality of management, leadership, and reputation.

As part of this assessment, the committee will examine:

(1) Effectiveness of major changes instituted in response to the recommendations of the 1994
NRC report with regard to individual program performance and quality.

(2) Effectiveness of program review procedures with regard to accuracy, accountability, and
enhancement of individual program performance. Both the previous and current (adopted in 2003
in response to the Sea Grant Act of 2002) review procedures will be assessed as specified below:

. Review the effectiveness of the evaluation and rating system in determining
relative performance of programs with regard to management and quality of research, education,
extension, and training activities;

. Evaluate whether there have been improvements in programs as a result of the
evaluation process;

. Evaluate the 2003 review procedures for their ability to meaningfully segregate
individual programs into five categories based on competitive scores; and

. Compare the effectiveness of the previous and 2003 review procedures with
regard to the dual objectives of maximizing the quality of each program and of rating programs
relative to each other for the purpose of determining performance-based funding.

(3) Assessment of the usefulness and fairness of metrics developed to evaluate programs with
different operational constraints, resources, and local priorities.

. Evaluate metrics for relevance and clarity;

. Determine whether metrics provide a quantitative measure of quality of
performance; and

. Assess whether metrics improve consistency and objectivity of reviews from

different teams evaluating a diverse portfolio of state Sea Grant programs.
The committee will make recommendations for improving the overall effectiveness of the
evaluation process to ensure fairness, consistency, and enhancement of performance.

week-long non-public meeting of the NSGO (February 2005), referred to
throughout this report as “NSGO Final Evaluation Review.” In addition to these
efforts, NRC staff met and corresponded with U.S. Office of Management and
Budget staff, congressional staff, and NSGO staff to obtain specific information
and historical data.

In addition, the committee contacted each individual Sea Grant program
and requested information on previous and current PATs (Cycle 1 and Cycle 2),
PAT reports, director response letters, final evaluation letters, information on
costs of preparing for and conducting PAT reviews during Cycle 2, PAT briefing
materials, and answers by individual Sea Grant directors to the questions raised in
a formal letter written by the Chair of the NRC Committee (see Appendix I for
the text of this letter sent to each individual Sea Grant program director). Almost
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Box 1.3
Questions Asked of all Attendees
at the NRC Committee Forum on June 5, 2005 in Rockport, ME

IMPROVEMENTS
Has the effectiveness of review been improved by the changes since 2002? Apart from
your program, are the best programs receiving the best scores?

EFFICIENCY OF EVALUATIONS
Does the expense and effort justify the outcome? If Sea Grant programs need to be
ranked would you prefer to use the PAT process or do you have other suggestions?

STANDARDIZATION OF PAT REVIEWS/FINAL EVALUATION

Do benchmarks adequately capture program outcomes...for education? ...for extension?
...for outreach? ...for research?

Are we measuring what we care about or caring about what we measure?

Is the use of weights for the subcategories appropriate? Do NSGO staff and program
officers use the same weights and benchmarks consistently throughout time and for each
program? Are PAT manuals and benchmarks shared throughout your program?

Is there adequate consistency of PAT teams between reviews (to individual SG directors
that have served on less than one PAT)?

Have you expressed interest in serving on a PAT and not been invited?

SUGGESTIONS
What is the primary change you would make to the program assessment? Why?

ROLE OF PROGRAM OFFICER
What do you think the role of the program officer should be in general?

REGIONAL COOPERATION AND COLLABORATION

Have their been recent efforts to stimulate collaboration between programs? Do
individual directors think collaboration a good idea? What's hindering the process? Is it
valued in the evaluation process?

all (28 out of the 30 reviewed Sea Grant programs) Sea Grant programs
responded to this request. Individual programs sent many of the materials from
both Cycle 1 and Cycle 2 reviews, including: PAT reports, director’s responses to
the final evaluation letter; funding allocation letters, PAT briefing materials, and
information specifically on Cycle 2 costs incurred (as requested by the NRC
committee). In addition, individual Sea Grant program directors submitted letters
and comments, information on the Technical Assessment Teams (TATs), and
miscellaneous additional documents.

Further, the committee reviewed all key documents written on the Sea
Grant review process to date (Byrne et al., 2000; Toll et al., 2001; Duce et al.,
2002; see reference list of this report), the last eight years of PAT manuals (from
1998 to 2005), and many of the documents provided on the NSGO Sea Grant
shared database. The findings and recommendations of the committee were based
on all of this research and their own experience.
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The Structure of the Report

This report attempts to identify strengths and weaknesses of the current
evaluation process and suggests improvements to enhance the performance of the
individual programs and the Sea Grant program as a whole. Chapter 2 discusses
the history of the Sea Grant program review process, thereby providing context
for subsequent analyses. Chapter 3 explains and critiques the current assessment
process (both the PAT review and NSGO Final Evaluation Review) and provides
recommendations for improving the reliability, efficiency, and transparency of the
competitive process. Chapter 4 discusses the broader need for program oversight
and management and makes suggestions for how to move beyond the periodic
assessment process in an effort to strengthen NSGCP efforts to provide an
appropriately balanced response to local, regional, and national needs. Finally,
Chapter 5 discusses report findings and recommendations as a whole,
summarizing key findings and recommendations from chapters 3 and 4 in an
integrated narrative.
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2

History of Sea Grant Program Review and Assessment

The National Sea Grant College Program’s (NSGCP) processes for overseeing
and evaluating the individual Sea Grant programs have evolved since the program’s
inception. One of the more notable changes in the process has been the increasing use of
peer review and the administrative level at which it is carried out. Another notable
change has been the emergence of external periodic assessment as a tool to support the
distribution of merit and bonus funding, rather than simply to identify areas for program
improvement. These changes have affected the make-up and role of National Sea Grant
Office (NSGO). Prior to 1994, the NSGO was organized around program officers and
specialists assigned to monitor institutional programs and exercise general oversight over
research, education and outreach. The National Sea Grant Review Panel (NSGRP) had
the responsibility of reviewing the NSGO and offering advice for conduct of the NSGCP.
The NSGO solicited omnibus proposals from each individual Sea Grant program. The
omnibus proposals included project proposals for individual research, outreach, and
education projects and associated management proposals for implementation of program
activities for the upcoming funding cycle. Funding levels for the omnibus proposals were
based on the peer reviews and NSGO evaluations. Individual Sea Grant program
directors then operated within the limits of their omnibus award and non-federal funding.
Site visits were conducted every two years by a NSGO review team to evaluate the
program management process. Although the individual Sea Grant programs were not
assured “base” funding (i.e., stable level of annual funding to support program activities),
changes in response to reviews were relatively small; in practice, funding was fairly
stable from year to year. Most individual Sea Grant programs conducted peer reviews to
identify research project proposals to include in their omnibus proposals.

THE TRANSITION: 1994-1998

In 1993, the National Research Council (NRC) conducted a review of NSGO
oversight and evaluation of the individual Sea Grant programs (NRC, 1994). The NRC
review explored the roles of NSGO, the individual Sea Grant program directors, the
NSGRP, and their respective responsibilities for program review and evaluation. The
resulting report, 4 Review of the NOAA National Sea Grant College Program was
released in 1994 and recommended:
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The review process for research proposals should be decoupled from the NSGO
evaluation of state programs prior to the 1995 reauthorization. Standard
scientific and peer review procedures should be implemented for all state
[individual] Sea Grant programs. The review process and all aspects of program
implementation, including administration, should be streamlined prior to FY
1996. NSGO should evaluate the success of each state program on a four-year
cycle, using, in part, retrospective information on recent achievements, based on
measures for each of the three areas of research, education, and outreach.

NSGO began implementation of these recommendations in 1995. Program
review was decoupled from the review of project proposals and institutional program
directors implemented a standardized peer review and selection process for project
proposals submitted to their programs. Congress reauthorized the NSGCP in 1998 and
codified many of the recommendations of the 1994 NRC report, particularly with regard
to program evaluation (for more details see http://www.sga.seagrant.org).

The 1994 NRC report recommended that a certain level of core funding be
provided to each individual Sea Grant program to support an ongoing program of
research, education, and outreach as long as the program performed at an “expected level
of performance.” The NRC report also recommended that changes in overall program
funding be linked to past performance, with new funds awarded to individual Sea Grant
programs on a competitive basis determined by the program review and evaluation
process.

To establish a process for program evaluation, the National Director tasked the
Copeland et al. panel with developing recommendations for the protocol, criteria, and
scheduling of a process for reviewing the individual Sea Grant programs (Copeland et al.,
1997). The list of recommendations included: (1) a four-year cycle of external program
reviews (25 percent of the programs each year) and ongoing assessment of the program
by NSGO throughout the four-year period; (2) that the evaluations be framed in the
context of a well-developed strategic plan and agreed to by the individual Sea Grant
program director and the NSGO program officer, based on input by identifiable program
advisors representing program constituents and institutional representatives (e.g., NSGO,
2004b); (3) institutional implementation plans be developed on a two-year cycle; (4) each
individual Sea Grant program devise an internal review process to identify progress
relative to strategic plan objectives; (5) regular progress reports, written by the individual
Sea Grant programs, be provided to the assigned NSGO program officer; and (6) Topical
Advisory Team (TAT) assessments be organized by an individual Sea Grant program
director and NSGO program officer to address specific concerns that might arise during
the review cycle. It is not clear how fully or uniformly these recommendations were
made across the entire program. As emphasized in this report, strategic planning
continues to be an area of concern with regard to program evaluation and the level of
interaction between the NSGO and the individual programs.

PROGRAM REVIEW: 1998 and BEYOND

Beginning in 1998, the NSGO implemented a quadrennial program review
process recommended by Copeland et al. (1997). The first round of quadrennial
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reviews—Cycle 1—began in 1998 and completed in 2001'. The second round of
quadrennial reviews—Cycle 2—began in 2003 and will be completed by the end of 2006.
While the basic framework of the quadrennial Program Assessment Team (PAT) reviews
has been retained throughout Cycle 1 and Cycle 2, specific details of the program review
process have been modified pursuant to internal and external reviews (e.g., Toll et al.
2001; Duce et al. 2002), and Congressional directives (33 U.S.C. 1121-1131; see
Appendix H). The following “time line” gives key events (Table 2.1).

Following Cycle 1, the Toll Committee (see Box 2.1) named by the NSGRP
evaluated the procedures and made recommendations for modifications to address a
variety of issues raised during Cycle 1. The NSGO subsequently made numerous
changes in the details of the review and evaluation process (NSGO, 2005¢) that were
implemented in Cycle 2 (Duce et al., 2002; see Box 2.2). Differences in the criteria and
evaluation processes under Cycle 1 and Cycle 2, and perhaps more importantly, lack of
independent assessment prior to the implementation of these changes to establish a
baseline, make it difficult, if not impossible, to directly compare the effectiveness of the
evaluation processes used in each of the two Cycles or to specifically tie improvement in
the individual programs or the program overall, to changes in the evaluation process.

Table 2.1 Timeline of key events cited in this report.

1990
1991 >
1992 | @
1993 | 8 # |+ NRC Study Begins
1994 | 5 8| ¢ NRC Report 1
1995 | £a | ¢ NSGO Response
1996 5
1997 + NSGO Response
¢ Copeland, Griswold, Fetterolf Report
1998 | _ s + Sea Grant Act Reauthorization (P.L. 105-106)
1999 | 0 @
2000 | 58
2001 ¢ NSGRP Report (“Toll Report™)
2002 + NSGRP Review of Cycle 1 Report (“Duce Report”)
+ NSGO Response
¢ Sea Grant Act Reauthorization (P.L. 107-299)
2003 | s
2004 | 2 @
2005 S-E + NRC Study begins
2006 + NRC Report 2

' The number of Sea Grant Programs evaluated in Cycle 1 was 29, and the number in Cycle 2 was 30. In
Cycle 1, Maine and New Hampshire operated and were evaluated as a single bi-state program. Before the
start of Cycle 2, the joint Maine/New Hampshire program spilt into two programs that are now evaluated
separately. There are currently 30 Sea Grant Programs located in all of the coastal and Great Lakes states
except Pennsylvania and the U.S. Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, with 3 additional programs in
development stages.
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Box 2.1
The “Toll Report”

The National Sea Grant Review Panel’s Program Evaluation Committee, chaired by John
Toll, was charged in December 2000 with reviewing of Cycle 1 program reviews conducted
pursuant to changes instituted in 1998. The resulting report, Review and Recommendations: Sea
Grant Program Evaluation Process (often referred to as the “Toll Report”, was published in
October 2001. That report contained 40 recommendations, grouped into thirteen categories:

e NSGO Final Program Review and Merit Fund Allocation Process
PAT
Program Assessment Metrics
Identification of Best Practices/Best Management Practices
Public Notification of Upcoming Program Assessments
Program Assessment Evaluation Criteria
PAT Grades
Alternative #1: A Case for Eliminating Scores Assigned by the PATs
Alternative #2: Improved Standards for Program Assessment
The Role of the NSGO Program Officer
Effective and Aggressive Long-Range Planning
The Biennial Implementation Plan
Developing Guidelines for Self Evaluation
TATSs: Topical Advisory Teams
Phase Il of the Program Assessment Process

While the NSGO instituted many of the recommendations of the Toll Report (NSGO, 2005c),
several issues identified by that committee continue to be of concern, in particular the reliability of
assessments conducted by different groups of individuals assessing different programs, the
limited nature of constructive, ongoing interaction with NSGO staff, and the lack of a
comprehensive planning process that can be implemented at both the local and national level.

Program Assessment Team (External Review)

The PAT? is a principal element of the evaluation process created by the NSGO in
1998. The PAT is a high-level “external” review team comprised of an NSGRP member
as the Chair, almost always an NSGRP member as Vice Chair, and 3 to 5 other members
including an individual Sea Grant program director (of a program not under review), and
other highly regarded scientists, educators, and administrators from academia,
government, and industry. The PAT receives training (NSGO, 1998) and is guided by
detailed procedural and evaluation criteria (NSGO 1998, 1999a, 2000, 2001, 2003a,
2004a, 2005a) prepared by the NSGO and the NSGRP, and compiled to create the PAT
Manual. Based on those guidelines and the presentations and documentation provided
before and during a 3-5 day site visit, the PAT prepares a report outlining its findings and
rating the program’s performance in a number of areas.

% The PAT process will be discussed in some detail in chapters 3 and 4; it is introduced here simply to help
the reader develop an understanding of the overall nature of the Sea Grant program.
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Box 2.2
The “Duce Report”

The National Sea Grant Office Review Committee, chaired by Robert Duce, was appointed
by the NSGRP in early 2001 to “conduct a comprehensive review of the NSGO and how it serves
its many stakeholders, including its university partners, NOAA, the Department of Commerce,
and other federal agencies.”

Released in 2002 the resulting report, Building Sea Grant: The Role of the National Sea
Grant Office (often referred to as the “Duce report”), made several recommendations that were
intended to strengthen the NSGCP by improving the strategic planning process, encouraging
cooperation among the individual programs to address regional challenges, and clarifying the
roles and responsibilities of the NSGO. Four overarching points were made with direct relevance
to the motivation behind and means utilized by the NSGO to carry out oversight and evaluation of
the various individual programs. Specifically, the report recommended that NSGO:

e Lead in developing a comprehensive strategic plan for NSGCP and a national Sea
Grant agenda.

e Provide leadership in communicating the NSGCP agenda, the achievements, and the
opportunities of Sea Grant to Congress, the executive branch, and the public.

e Streamline and better manage the myriad administrative details essential to the

operation of the NSGCP.

e Continue to seek adequate funding to effectively carry out the functions of the NSGO
utilizing the findings of this report.

The “Toll Report” is widely seen as having a positive impact on the process. While many of
the highest order recommendations regarding were adopted, concerns about the ability of the
NSGO to more fully and meaningfully engage in the network development process remain.

PAT Guidelines

The NSGO has prepared a detailed manual with criteria and procedures to guide
the PAT review and evaluation (for most recent PAT Manual see NSGO, 2005a). The
PAT Manual also provides guidance to individual Sea Grant program directors for
preparing a briefing book to assist the PAT in their assessment process. The PAT uses
materials provided in the briefing book and during the site visit to assess the:

1. overall productivity and accomplishments of the program relative to its
strategic plan and level of support (NOTE: in both Cycle 1 and 2, both the
adequacy of the strategic plan and progress made in implementing it were
evaluated simultaneously);

2. overall scientific strength (e.g., the significance of scientific advances, the
rigor of planning and internal review processes, the level to which available
university talent and resources have been brought to bear on program goals
and objectives, success in meeting program goals and objectives, publications
and other output);

3. outreach and educational productivity and effectiveness;

4. management team effectiveness in planning and meeting stated goals and
objectives, and in providing overall leadership for the program;
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5. use of internal linkages among program elements and the ability to integrate
these elements to address priorities (e.g., research, education, extension, and
information dissemination);

6. position and role in its academic setting;

7. linkages with other Sea Grant programs, state and regional academic
institutions, state and federal agencies, and the private sector;

8. linkages to industrial and user groups; and

9. potential for growth, considering all the above.

These nine assessment areas provide the framework for a more detailed set of
review and evaluation criteria and benchmarks that is included in the PAT Manual and
which frame the scoring by the PAT members to generate the PAT overall score (see Box
2.3 for example of a Cycle 1 scorecard).

Although much of the site visit is public, it is standard practice for the PAT to
meet privately throughout the entire site visit (days, evenings, and whenever else is
possible). The PAT discusses the review and comes to agreement on the evaluation
scoring, findings and recommendations, and writes its conclusions in an initial draft
report (the final version of this report is called the “PAT Report”, and it is discussed in
the next section). Before concluding the site visit, the PAT meets with the individual Sea
Grant program director and institutional representatives to discuss their preliminary
findings.

PAT Report and Program Directors Formal Response

The NSGO has adopted a review process that directs the PAT to provide the
individual Sea Grant program director and the NSGO with a comprehensive written
report within 30 days of the site visit containing:

e documentation of the program’s strengths and weaknesses;

e specific recommendations for program improvement; and

e an overall evaluation using the evaluation criteria and benchmarks for

performance in the PAT Manual.

After receiving this final written PAT report, the individual Sea Grant program
director has a reasonable time (until January of the following calendar year) to respond in
writing. Most program directors do so, particularly in response to findings or conclusions
with which the director disagrees or has additional information or perspectives. The PAT
report and the director’s response become part of the permanent record for the individual
program and serve as the basis for the NSGO Final Evaluation Review (FE)(discussed
below). It is envisioned that the PAT report will also establish a baseline for subsequent
PAT assessments.

The NSGO and the NSGRP continue to work on guidance and training for PATs,
to improve the quality of the PAT reports, to ensure that they are effective in informing
the FE and in guiding the individual Sea Grant program director in making improvements
during the next review cycle (NSGO, 2005c¢).
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Box 2.3
Cycle 1 Program Score Sheet
(Reprinted from PAT Manual, 2001, p. 17)

Evaluation Criteria And Benchmarks For Performance - Summary

I. EFFECTIVE & AGGRESSIVE LONG-RANGE PLANNING: The most effective programs will use
the strategic planning framework from the NSGCP as a basis for developing their own strategic plan based on

needs at the state and local level as identified in collaboration with a constituency advisory group. Effective
planning may also involve regional programs.

(10%) Rating

II. ORGANIZING AND MANAGING FOR SUCCESS (4 Criteria).

MANAGING THE PROGRAM AND INSTITUTIONAL SETTING: Sea Grant programs are
located within or work closely with university systems that are sites of major research and administrative
activity. Each program must be managed to maximize the recruitment of outside resources to address Sea

Grant problems and issues, as well as to build capability in the university system to address coastal
problems and opportunities.

MERITORIOUS PROJECT SELECTION : The program carries out a good peer review and evaluation
process for research, education and outreach projects and selects those which receive consistently high

marks for merit, application, and priority fit. The review must take into account how well a prospective
project targets an issue.

RECRUITING AND FOCUSING THE BEST TALENT AVAILABLE: Every Sea Grant Program
has a variety of talent available for program development. The best efforts will involve the best talent. The
program must have mechanisms in place to identify and attract the best talent available.

MERITORIOUS INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAM COMPONENTS: It is imperative that research
projects, advisory programs, communications and education activities, and management use state-of-the-art
methods and work to advance their disciplines.

(20%) Rating

III. CONNECTING SEA GRANT WITH USERS: Effective information transfer occurs most often
when the end users are involved in the planning and development stages, the program has an extension
process in the field, and there is a mechanism for follow-up with users. The program management team
should interact at the state, regional, and national policy levels. At the university level, the Sea Grant
Program must occupy an appropriate administrative and leadership position and be involved in
decision-making.

(20%) Rating

IV. PRODUCING SIGNIFICANT RESULTS: The program must be managed to produce significant
results. A basic mission of Sea Grant is to integrate research and outreach to address and significantly
impact the identified needs of its constituency and of the nation.

(50%) Rating

OVERALL PROGRAM RATING
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PAT Review Criteria

During Cycle 1 (1998-2001), PAT reviews were framed around four criteria
weighted as follows:
1. Producing significant results 50 percent
2. Organizing and managing for success 20 percent

e Managing the program and institutional setting
e Meritorious project selection

e Recruiting the best talent available

e Meritorious institutional program components

3. Connecting Sea Grant with users 20 percent
4. Effective and aggressive long-range planning 10 percent
Four categories (criteria) were used in Cycle 1 program ratings (NSGO, 2001, p. 16):

1. Excellent—If benchmarks of “Expected Performance” are
substantially exceeded, the program will be rated as excellent.

2. Very Good—If the benchmarks of “Expected Performance” are
generally exceeded, the program will be rated as very good.

3. Good—A program which generally meets the benchmarks of
“Expected Performance” should be given a rating of good.

4. Needs Improvement—A program which does not reach the
benchmarks should be given a rating of needs improvement.

Changes were made in the PAT review criteria and benchmarks based on the Toll

et al. (2001), the Metrics Committee recommendations (see Appendix B of NSGO,

2005a), and in response to Congressional requirements in the National Sea Grant College
Program Act Amendments of 2002 (P.L. 107-299). These changes were implemented in
Cycle 2, beginning in 2003 (see Table 2.2). (Details are included in the PAT Manuals

(NSGO 1999a, 2000, 2001, 2003a, 2004a, 2005a.)

Cycle 2 PAT reviews have utilized a ratings sheet (score sheet) based on the four
criteria of Cycle 1, but with a far more detailed sub-criteria for each criteria. Programs

are rated as “Needs Improvement”, “Meets Benchmark”, “Exceeds Benchmark”, or

“Highest Performance” for each benchmark. The PAT manual has a detailed discussion
of each “sub-criteria” (this report uses the term “sub-criteria” to refer to what the 2005
PAT Manual calls “sub-elements”) and benchmarks and the percentage weight for each

are shown in Table 2.2. Here are the brief descriptions of the four benchmarks from
Cycle 2 as printed in the PAT Manual (NSGO, 2005a):

1. Highest Performance—Performance goes well beyond the
benchmark for this sub-element and is outstanding in all areas.

2. Exceeds Benchmark—In general, performance goes beyond what
would be required to simply meet the benchmark for this sub-element.
3. Meets Benchmark—In general, performance meets, but does not
exceed, the benchmark for this sub-clement.

4. Needs Improvement—In general, performance does not reach the
benchmark for this sub-element. The PAT will identify specific
program areas that need to be addressed.
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The Metrics Committee

Following the Toll Committee report and its recommendation for improved
metrics to fairly and uniformly evaluate programs across time, the NSGO appointed a
Metrics Committee to examine potential qualitative and quantitative indicators of
program performance and to make specific recommendations. The report of that
committee Indicators of Performance for Program Evaluation was issued in March 2003
(Metrics Committee Report is included as Appendix B in NSGO, 2004a, 2005a).
Subsequently, NSGO incorporated its recommendations and many of those in the Toll
Committee report regarding metrics for review and evaluation.

FINAL EVALUATION PROCESS

The final evaluation process is carried out in five consecutive days during what is
termed the NSGO Final Evaluation Review (FE), generally held in February. Participants
include the NSGO leadership, NSGO technical staff members, plus non-voting
participation by one or more (usually two) members of the NSGRP.® The review looks
back over all programs that were visited by PATs during the prior calendar year (a single
PAT cohort). The result of the FE is a summary letter from NSGO and a score upon
which merit and bonus funding decisions are based.

The FE differs from the PAT review in several ways because more information,
collected over time (1 to 4 years), is incorporated from NSGO assessment during the
review cycle. According to Sea Grant program documentation and reports (discussed
earlier in this chapter), the FE considers 7 or 8 programs simultaneously, thus providing a
comparative perspective across programs, based on the following information:

1. The documentary material used in the FE includes:

1) The PAT report along with the institution’s response,

2) The program’s strategic plan/implementation plan,

3) Annual progress reports,

4) Information on major accomplishments,

5) Trip- and peer-review-panel reports by the Program Officer (if any),
6) Topical Advisory Team reports (if any),

7) Sea Grant funding information,

8) Other material deemed to be relevant by the Program Officer,

9) Four-year project-by-project report on Sea Grant funding, and

10) Copies of the PAT briefing books and omnibus proposals.

2. Insights (provided by the NSGO staff) into each program’s performance,

management, and results based on interactions with the programs over the entire

four-year review period; and

3. Insights (provided by the NSGO staff) into the contributions of the individual

programs in support of the total National Program. For example, whereas the PAT

would evaluate program management in terms of the results and output, the

NSGO would add considerations of how well the program supported NSGO and

3 During the 2005 NSGO Final Evaluation Review, one member of the NRC review committee and one
OSB staff member were included as observers.
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national initiatives, and the degree to which the program functioned and identified

itself as part of the national Sea Grant network. Collaborative efforts among the

programs are given credit.

The manner in which these FE deliberations are carried out, with subsequent
distribution of merit funds, was first described in a policy memorandum dated April 22,
1999, sent to the Sea Grant directors from the National Director (see Appendix D). This
initial process was used until 2003 when, as a result of 2002 Congressional action, the
merit and bonus funding procedures were modified. Draft revisions of the policy
document were circulated in 2004 for comment and the new version was promulgated
April 8, 2005 (NSGO, 2005c¢).

The bulk of the FE review week is spent, about half a day at a time, considering
each of the individual programs reviewed the previous year. The program officer for each
program begins with a formal presentation, following a common template, describing
various aspects of the program being considered. This is followed by a detailed
discussion, facilitated by the National Director, of the performance of the program in
each of the evaluation criteria listed in the PAT Manual (note that the four criteria used
by the PATs in Cycle 1 were subdivided into 14 criteria for Cycle 2, see sub-criteria in
Table 2.2). These criteria-based discussions are the foundation for scoring programs for
purposes of merit and bonus funding.

At the conclusion of the discussion of each criterion, the group votes to assign one
of the four ratings to that criterion (as stated earlier in this chapter, ratings were slightly
different from Cycle 1 to Cycle 2. [“good” vs. “exceeds benchmark™ etc.] The group
vote in Cycle 1 was phrased in terms of agreeing with the original PAT rating or
assigning a higher or lower evaluation (Schuler, 2005). In Cycle 1 and part of Cycle 2, a
simple majority vote (more than half of the votes cast) was required to change a PAT
rating. In response to concerns about the impact of assigning a score during the FE that
differed from that provided by the PAT, steps were taken to revise the NSGO’s role in
the rating of individual programs. In 2005, this voting process changed to require a two-
thirds majority (more than two-thirds of the votes cast) to assign a score different from
the PAT rating. In effect, this reduces the role of the NSGO in rating individual
programs; the significance of this change will be revisited in chapters 3 and 4.

The final day of the of the FE week is spent reviewing the cohort of programs
assessed by a PAT the previous year criterion by criterion, primarily emphasizing
instances in which the FE rating differed from the PAT rating, but including instances in
which comparative judgments among programs might lead to different ratings for
programs discussed in the early part of the week. A significant function that takes place
in the FE is the assignment of numerical values (i.e., scoring) to the ratings for the 4
criteria or 14 sub-criteria (for Cycle 1 or Cycle 2 respectively).

The ratings assigned to each criterion are then converted to a numerical equivalent
on a four-point scale, so that the highest rating is given a 1.0 and the lowest a 4.0. Thus,
the poorer the performance, the higher the score. These scores for the various criteria are
then combined using the weightings described in the PAT manual to create an overall
program score (NSGO, 2005a, p. 16).
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Table 2.2 The Review Criteria Ratings Sheet (“Score Sheet”) for Assessments and

Reviews During Cycle 2
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Sub Elements*
Leadership of the Program 6 %
Institutional Setting 4%
Project Selection 2%
Recruiting Talent 3%
Integrated Program 5%
Components
5 £ .8 .8
2. CONNECTING SEA GRANT 20 9% 8§ 2E 3 g 8 g
WITH USERS ° o 3 2% 25 25
zZ5 S Tt Tt
E @ e @
Sub Elements
Engagement with 15 %
Appropriate
User Communities
Partnerships 5%
3. EFFECTIVE AND AGGRESSIVE | 0, 8§ ZE 38 38
LONG RANGE PLANNING 20 Sg 25 25
roy o It It
£ @ Y &
Sub Elements
Strategic Planning Process 4 %
Strategic Plan Quality 4 %
Implementation Plan 2%
| £ 3 8
4. PRODUCING SIGNIFICANT 8§ 2E g5 58
' 50 % ® 2 g < < E < E
RESULTS 2o S¢ = 26
Z5 S ITE ITE
E @ e &
Sub Elements
Contributions to Science and 10 %
Technology
Contributions to Education 10 %
and Outreach
Impacts on Society, the 25 %
Economy, and the
Environment
Success in Achieving 5%

Planned Program Outcomes

* The text of this report refers “sub-elements” with the term “sub-criteria”.

Source: NSGO, 2005a , pp. 16 and 19.
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Program Performance Rating

Based on the FE score, all 30 programs are divided into 4 categories. The scores
of programs in each of the four categories vary considerably in age. Although one-
quarter of the scores are at least three years old and three quarters of the scores more than
a year old, the 1999 NSGO memorandum makes no mention of numerical scores but
defines the “rating categories” stating: “Ratings are based on grading of the same four
categories as the PAT evaluations” (NSGO, 1999b, p. 4).

The 2005 version states “The NSGO final rating for the program is determined by
locating a program’s score along a fixed four-category rating scale for merit funding and
a variable two-category rating scale for bonus funding” (NSGO, 2005b, p. 7).
Historically, the actual scores were kept confidential from individual Sea Grant
programs, but starting in 2004 programs were informed of their final scores, and any
differences between the PAT and FE were explained. However, the boundary points
between categories and scores of other programs remain confidential. As a matter of
practice, category 4 rarely is assigned; such an assignment triggers special interactions to
improve program management.

Final Report, Ranking, and Allocation of Funds

Following the FE, the National Director prepares a final report for each program
and transmits it as a letter to the individual Sea Grant program director. This final report
summarizes the evaluation results for each program for each of the four major evaluation
categories. Even though the Cycle 2 evaluations subdivide the 4 categories into 14 sub-
criteria, the final report for Cycle 2 reviews does not address the 14 sub-criteria
separately in an effort to maintain focus on the four major categories.

In Cycle 1, and for the first two years of Cycle 2, it was the practice of the
National Director to not include a final rating (e.g., Highest Performance, Exceeds
Expectations, etc.) in the letter to the individual Sea Grant program director. Instead, the
Program Officer would inform the individual program director that the program had been
assigned to a merit category.

As discussed earlier, starting in 2005 (part-way through Cycle 2), the letter from
the National Director to the individual programs included the ratings for each of the 14
sub-criteria and specified into which merit category the program had been placed.

During the Cycle 1 and partial Cycle 2 reviews, the NSGO director’s letter
informed the individual Sea Grant program director of the actual amount of merit funding
awarded (Baird, 2003). For Cycle 1 this funding was in two parts: one remained fixed
until the next review was completed (4 years) and a second, smaller amount varied from
year to year as additional programs were evaluated and additional programs entered or
exited the top three categories. In Cycle 1 this merit funding was based on the score and
the number of programs with similar scores, not on the relative position of the program in
the overall ranking.

Beginning in Cycle 2, evaluation, ranking, and the merit award process became
more complicated. Not only did the number of evaluation criteria increase from 4 to 14
(as sub-criteria were specified), but Congress (P.L. 107-299) mandated a competitive
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ranking formula based on five categories, with no more than 25 percent of the programs
ranked in the top category (Merit Category 1), and no more than 25 percent could be
ranked in the second category (Merit Category 2). NSGO responded to this formula by
creating a ranking formula that contained, in essence, a total of six categories: Merit
Category 1 (the top-ranking category) was subdivided into 1A (containing the top seven
programs, just under 25 percent), 1B (containing the next seven), and 1C (containing the
remainder of programs in Merit Category 1). Merit categories 2 and 3 remained as
required by Congress, and Category 4 represented the sixth category. To date, no
program has been found to perform so poorly as to be assigned into Category 4. While
the overall category (e.g., Category 1, Category 2) to which a program is assigned (for
determination of merit funding) remains unchanged during the period between reviews,
the scored programs ranked in the category subdivisions 1A, 1B, and 1C change yearly as
additional programs are reviewed and relative rankings within the category change.

For funding allocation, the amount of the merit award to a program remains
unchanged throughout the period before the next PAT review. However, an additional
bonus fund distributed to programs in sub-categories 1A and 1B may change annually.

Details of the method of ranking and allocating the merit and bonus funds are
given in a Policy Memorandum on NSGO Final Evaluation and Merit Funding (1999),
revised in 2005. The relevant policy memoranda are included as Appendix D and E in
this report. An example of how the Cycle 2 funding allocations might play out is shown
in Figure 2.1. The fact that the allocations are for specific dollar amounts unrelated to the
size of the individual program’s core funding makes the reward, and changes to it, much
more significant for the smaller programs.

CONCERNS WITH THE PROGRAM EVALUATION PROCESS

Given the complexity and diversity of individual Sea Grant programs and the
complex funding strategies of each program, the National Director, NSGO staff, and the
NSGRP have developed a detailed process resulting in meaningful review and evaluation.
There are, however, several shortcomings that could be rectified to make the overall
process more effective.

Since the reauthorization of the program in 2002, program evaluation within Sea
Grant has evolved to serve two, theoretically related purposes. The 2002 amendments
redefined the purpose of evaluation from simply gaging and encouraging improvement in
individual programs to rating programs, “relative to each other for the purpose of
determining performance-based funding.” These dual purposes are related insofar as
competition for funds serves as an incentive to the individual programs to improve.
However, an evaluation process that is well-designed for identifying areas and
mechanisms for program improvement may be inadequate for ranking programs. A
process whose foremost purpose is to rank programs may do a poor job of encouraging
aspects of program improvement.

The process must be balanced so that efforts to achieve one objective do not
undermine efforts to achieve the other. Furthermore, Sea Grant is often considered a
network or partnership, thus the process must balance efforts to improve the effectiveness
of individual components against improving the effectiveness of the network or
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Cycle 2 Merit and Bonus Funding
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Figure 2.1 How a hypothetical $3 million merit funding pool with a $1 million bonus
funding pool might be allocated among 20 programs that have been ranked in Category 1.
It should be noted that it is possible for a particular category to have no programs
assigned to it. For example, if there were 14 or fewer Category 1 programs, the third
group (1C) would have no programs assigned to it (NSGO, 2005b, p. 13).

partnership as a whole. An “ideal” assessment process would include the following
characteristics:

e Credible (uses professionally recognized methods or “best practices” within
the field)

e Reliable (results should be reproducible)

e Meaningful (criteria, benchmarks, and indicators should reflect characteristics
of an effective program defined in terms of national, regional, and local
benefits)

e Cost-effective (cost of effort, in terms of human and fiscal resources should
not exceed a reasonable fraction of the annual budget of individual programs
or the network as a whole)

e Comprehensive (should assess effectiveness of individual components as well
as the network itself)

The process could be fine-tuned to focus on the overall objectives. Designing or
modifying the assessment process to achieve the characteristics of an “ideal” assessment
process would require balancing of outstanding performance recognition versus
improvement of the network as a whole. The desire to stimulate competition among
individual programs must be tempered to avoid creating barriers to improving the
program as a whole. This could be achieved if emphasis were placed on rewarding the
outstanding performer rather than on stigmatizing the acceptable performer. Approaches
for achieving such balance, based on detailed analysis of the current process are explored
in Chapters 3 and 4.
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3

Critique of the Periodic Assessment Process

Chapter 2 described the evolution of procedures that are currently used to assess the
performance of individual Sea Grant programs. As mentioned, the character of the program
assessment process is dominated by the periodic aspects: the quadrennial visit of a Program
Assessment Team (PAT), followed by the National Sea Grant Office (NSGO) Final Evaluation
(FE) Review.

This chapter presents a critique of this periodic portion of the assessment process. The
first section discusses the documents that provide guidance on which the review procedures are
based and carried out. The second section provides a critique of the primary element—the on-
site review carried out by the PATs. The third section examines the FE process carried out by
NSGO staff during an intensive review of the programs that make up the most recently reviewed
PAT cohort (7-8 programs in a given year) and results in a final evaluation letter from the
National Director to the individual Sea Grant program director. The final section considers the
assessment process as a whole, its use in assignment of merit and bonus funding, and proposes a
re-alignment of functions intended to strengthen the program overall.

GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS

The periodic assessment process follows instructions provided in two guidance
documents: the PAT Manual (NSGO, 2005a) and the Policy Memorandum (NSGO, 2005b). The
PAT Manual provides detailed instructions on conducting the PAT visit. The Policy
Memorandum outlines the structure and function of the FE process, including details on how
funds are allocated based on program scores derived from the PAT visits and reviewed during
the FE. These two key documents do not appear to be as well known among the relevant parties
as they should be.

Observation of the various PAT site visits taking place in 2005 made it clear that while
the individual Sea Grant program directors were familiar with the PAT Manual and policy
memoranda, some other staff involved with preparing background documents and briefing
reports for the PAT had not seen the PAT Manual even by the end of the PAT visits. Also, there
appears to be some significant confusion about the FE process, despite the fact that relevant
policy memos (available in the administrative information portion of the NSGO web site at
http://www.seagrant.noaa.gov/other/admininfo.html) answer the vast majority of the most
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frequently posed questions. Thus the most frequently raised concerns do not appear to reflect a
lack of specificity or availability of these documents, but rather a lack of familiarity with them.
The NSGO needs to disseminate the contents of the documents more actively and broadly
through a process that involves active and personal explanation of the periodic program
assessment process with staff as well as directors of the individual Sea Grant programs. The
individual program directors should disseminate, to their staffs and all others who will be taking
part in the review, the contents of these documents, particularly the PAT Manual. The result
would be a more satisfying PAT site visit for all concerned.

The more detailed of the two documents, the PAT Manual, identifies the review criteria,
the benchmarks used to describe the expected level of performance in a particular area (such as
program organization and management), and the indicators used to help assess the outcomes or
impacts of the individual program against the benchmarks. These set the standard for
performance and provide a basis for rating the individual Sea Grant programs in relation to
established expectations. The specific wording of these items has evolved over time, under
intense scrutiny and regular feedback from PAT members, individual Sea Grant program
directors, the National Sea Grant Review Panel (NSGRP), and program officers.

Throughout the history of the process, there have been four main criteria for assessment
reflecting the breadth of the activities for which each program is responsible: (1) organizing and
managing the program' (20 percent); (2) connecting Sea Grant with users (20 percent); (3)
effective and aggressive long-range planning (10 percent); and (4) producing significant results
(50 percent). The weight given to each of these criteria has remained constant throughout Cycle
1 and Cycle 2, although in Cycle 2 each of the four criteria categories is subdivided into 2 or
more sub-criteria with individual weightings—14 sub-criteria in all. The 4 major criteria are
balanced well between evaluation of potential to perform and performance itself, but focus
extensively on how the program performs at a local level (this aspect will be revisited in Chapter
4).

For each of these criteria one or more benchmarks are provided. The benchmark is a
description of what constitutes acceptable performance. For example, the sub-criterion
“Institutional Setting and Support” accounts for 4 percent of the overall score and appears under
the criterion category “Organizing and Managing the Program”. The “expected performance
benchmark™ is:

The program is located at a high enough level within the university to enable it to
operate effectively within the institution and externally with all sponsors,
partners, and constituents. The institution provides the support necessary for the
Sea Grant program to operate efficiently as a statewide program (NSGO, 2004a).

The internal complexity of each benchmark leaves room for the evaluators (PAT
members) to weigh the different elements appropriately for the program in question. The
evaluators are also asked to take into account indicators of performance and a list of “suggested
considerations.” Asking knowledgeable evaluators to incorporate such diverse sets of
information into an overall score is a standard part of assessment processes in research
organizations. In particular, using quantitative indicators to inform qualitative judgments, as the
Sea Grant evaluation process does, is widely considered the best use of performance criteria.

! This criterion, originally named “Organizing and Managing for Success” in Cycle 1, was renamed in
Cycle 2.

38

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.


http://www.nap.edu/catalog/11670.html

The current Sea Grant benchmarks have variable formats and sometimes mix management and
results concepts in the same benchmark (e.g., under “effective and integrated program
components” the list of expected performance benchmarks includes “research results are
consistently reported in peer-reviewed publications”), but are by and large quite well done and
are consistent with the goal of assessing, and thus guiding, performance of individual Sea Grant
programs.

The use of performance criteria in underpinning subjective evaluations is treated in
Appendix B of the PAT Manual. Much of that treatment is of a general nature, defining and
recommending the use of performance criteria to inform the review process and contribute
reliably to comparability among different PATs. This is followed by a list of possible indicators
related to the four broad criteria, on which the overall review process is based. See Box 3.1 for
list of indicators in the 2005 PAT Manual.

Under each of the four criteria the required and suggested indicators are organized into
three to five sub-groups. The large number of indicators (approximately 100) attests to the
complexity of the review, but the organization of indicators into sub-groups provides a useful
framework for understanding the most valued characteristics of an individual Sea Grant program.

An essential contribution made by the study of performance criteria is to improve the
efficiency of activities such as the Sea Grant review process. Under certain circumstances
careful analysis may show that an approach with 5 criteria would lead to as reliable a result as
one using 10 criteria, or that the use of 50 indicators may be as useful as 100. In the present case
the argument is made below for the reduction of the number of criteria from the current 14 to a
significantly smaller number but with the addition of a criterion that would assess activities to
strengthen the ability of programs to cooperate on regional or national scale issues.

Determining the most appropriate number of indicators is not simple. Reducing the
number of indicators might be advantageous to reviewers when carrying out their tasks, but
shortening the list of indicators might be a disservice to the individual Sea Grant program
directors who must prepare briefing materials. The director’s task is to anticipate and provide
answers to questions that the reviewers might logically raise. The indicators listed in the 2005
PAT Manual (see Box 3.1) all appear to represent relevant questions that could reasonably be
expected to come up during the review. Because no one wants to be caught off guard during a
review, these indicators aid in preparation.

While the instructions for both Cycle 1 and Cycle 2 asked reviewers to give four levels of
rating, the labels and instructions varied somewhat between the cycles (see example of score
sheets in Chapter 2—Box 2.1 and Table 2.2). In the current instructions, the reviewers are asked
to assign one of four ratings: needs improvement, meets benchmark, exceeds benchmark, or
highest performance. Some description is provided for each rating level, although there can be
considerable subjectivity involved in distinguishing between the “exceeds benchmark™ level
(described as “in general goes beyond”) and the “highest performance” level (described as “goes
well beyond and is outstanding in all areas”). In addition, the definitions of some benchmarks
include superlative language (e.g., exceptional talent) that would make it difficult to distinguish
benchmark performance from the “highest level”. Further fine-tuning in the rating instructions is
possible and advisable, but no grading system will ever eliminate subjectivity entirely.
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Box 3.1

Indicators of Performance Organized in 4 Categories
Reprinted from 2005 PAT Manual (NSGO, 2005a)

1. INDICATORS FOR PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

Managing the Program—Response to previous PAT recommendations; Management Team
composition and responsibilities; Percentage time Director and staff devote to SG
(FTEs); Advisory Boards membership and function (expertise, meeting schedule,
recommendations, meeting agendas, attendance, diversity, and turnover); Staff structure,
interactions, and physical location in state

Institutional Setting—Setting of the program within the university or consortium
organization and reporting structure; Program infrastructure (space, equipment, available
resources)

Project Selection—Process to develop RFP priorities; Preproposals and proposals
submitted, and institutions represented / institutions available in state; Review
process including composition of panels; RFP distribution; External peer review (numbers
and quality), ratings/scoring analysis, quality of feedback to PI’s; Conflict of interest policy
and practice; Time from submission to decision; Technology support for submission and
review process; Feedback from Pls and/or institutions

Recruiting and Focusing the Best Talent Available—New vs. continuing projects and PI’s;
Recruitment of PI’s/institutions; Relative success of home institution; Success in
national competitions; Regional/multi-program projects; Multi-investigator projects;
Leveraged funding in projects

Institutional Program Components—Integration of outreach and research program
elements; Core Federal and matching funds (last 8 years) and distribution among
program elements; Leveraged funding from partners (NOAA, other Federal, State and
local) for the program; National competition funding (NSlis, pass through awards);
Additional Program Funding through grants, contracts and development activities;
Leveraged funding from partners (NOAA, other Federal, State and local) for Pls

2. INDICATORS FOR CONNECTING WITH USERS

Constituent Involvement in Planning—Local business and stakeholder needs surveys;
User feedback (mechanisms and tracking)

Contact with Appropriate User Communities—Leadership by staff on boards and
committees; Informational meetings/training sessions held and number of participants;
Individual consultations with clients/users; Involvement with industry (number of businesses
aided); Demographics of contacts and efforts; Requests for information

Partnerships—Effective local, regional and national interactions/collaborations including
with NOAA programs

continued
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Implementation—Number, list and diversity of products produced print, audio, video,
web, etc); Internal evaluation processes for products and programs; Staff and
product awards; Targeted audience and evaluation for all products; Media interest (calls,
“experts quoted,” press clippings); Use of products for public education (classroom
enhancement, curriculum development); Relationship of products to other SG program
elements; Numbers of teachers and/or students using Sea Grant materials in curriculum

3. INDICATORS FOR PLANNING

Planning Process (Input)—Stakeholder and staff involvement (numbers and duration)
and integration of input into planning; Transparent priority-setting process;
Endorsement by Advisory Board; acknowledgement by University Ongoing monitoring of
plan and reassessment of priorities

Plan Quality (Goals, Objectives, Etc.)—Short to long-term functional and management
goals established; Demonstrated link from state to national priorities

Plan Implementation (Strategy and Tactics)—Distribution of investment effort to meet
strategic plan priorities; Identification of short to long-term benchmarks; Work plan
developed for integration of program elements; Program development and rapid
response procedures and strategies to meet emerging issues; Evaluation process

4. INDICATORS FOR ACHIEVING SIGNIFICANT RESULTS

Contributions to Science and Engineering—Number and list of publications (journal
articles, book chapters, reports etc); Invention disclosures and patents;
Technologies and tools developed; Theories or approaches accepted widely; Number and
list of presentations by PI’s; Citation analysis for selected projects

Contributions to Education—Numbers of graduate and undergraduate students
supported, including fellowships and internships; Sponsorship of education
programs and target audience participation; Changes in behavior of target audiences;
Numbers of theses completed; Tracking of graduate students after Sea Grant support

Socio-economic Impact—Descriptions of the most important impacts; Positive
environmental impacts and economic benefits resulting from changes in behavior
of individuals, businesses, and institutions; Businesses and jobs developed after
contact; Best management practices developed in response to extension involvement

Success in Achieving Planned Program Outcomes—Self-assessment

The earliest set of instructions to PATs had one benchmark for each of three criteria and four

benchmarks in a fourth criterion. Evaluators provided just four ratings, one for each

performance criterion. In the PAT manuals for Cycle 2, there are 14 sub-criteria’, because each
of the original four major criteria used in Cycle 1 were subdivided into at least two sub-criteria.
Evaluators provide a rating for each of the 14 sub-criteria. Each criterion still carries its own

weighting, which now ranges from 2 percent to 25 percent, and the final score is the sum of the

products of the 14 ratings and weights for each criterion.

% The term criterion has been used differently at various points in the evolution of the evaluation standards,

but currently refers to these fourteen areas.
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This subdivision into 14 weighted sub-criteria was not recommended by any of the major
committees that have examined the process. Nor is there evidence to suggest that 14 weighted
sub-criteria provide a more accurate assessment of program performance than a smaller number
of criteria. The 14 weighted sub-criteria may also increase the perception that individual Sea
Grant programs now have to “teach to the test,” that is, that the very specific criteria skew
behavior. Performance measurement systems always have the effect of orienting behavior, and
good ones are carefully balanced to make sure that all the kinds of behavior that are actually
important are included. Consideration should be given to reducing the number of weighted
criteria to be assessed in the future, but implementation should be postponed until the beginning
of the next cycle of program review (the current review cycle will conclude in late 2006). With
only 4 to 6 broader criteria, weighted to reflect a balance between the production of meaningful
results, outreach and education, and planning, organization, management and coordination
among programs, the PATs would be able to form more holistic judgments of overall program
performance.

All parties involved in the review process have been concerned with how PATs made up
of different groups of volunteers could rate different programs in consistent ways (e.g., would
the same actions in two programs receive different grades if evaluated by different visiting
PATs). In an effort to characterize the problem, a simple statistic was calculated to measure
overlap among PATs over the course of a four-year cycle. For each cycle, the proportion of pairs
of PATs that shared at least 1 member was calculated. Although this statistic could be calculated
for a given time period, the statistic for overlap within a given cycle is the most relevant, given
that a program is ultimately ranked against all 29 of its partners. The results for both cycle 1 and
the partially completed cycle 2 show a low proportion of overlap, 0.24 and 0.30 respectively. In
addition, overlaps with more than one person were rare. The average numbers of shared
members were 0.26 and 0.35, for Cycle 1 and 2 respectively. Thus, although recent efforts to
improve the reliability of PAT reviews by increasing the overlap among PAT membership
appears to have had some effect, the actual effect is still relatively low given that attaining a
proportion of 1.00 (complete overlap by at least one member) could easily be achieved. For a
given number of PATs (#), one could ensure that every pair of PATs has one member in
common with a pool of # individuals and each member attending exactly two PATs (i.e., given
30 PATs, any two pairs of PATs could share at least two members [a proportion of 1.00] with a
pool of only 30 potential PAT members with each attending two PATs over the four-year cycle).

The Sea Grant program assessment process has taken several steps to attempt to achieve
reliability in ratings. First, the NSGRP—a standing committee from which PAT chairs are
selected—is represented in the FE process and provides continuity and broad assistance in PAT
guidance and training, including work on providing grades in consistent ways across PATs.
Second, the NSGO tries to have some overlap in the membership of PATs, so that someone is
present at the PAT who can do comparisons across at least two programs between Cycle 1 and
Cycle 2. This does not, however, address reliability among reviews within a cycle. Third, the
benchmarks are designed to provide a standardized comparison point in each of the four rated
criteria. Both PATs and NSGO staff use the same criteria, sub-criteria, benchmarks, indicators,
and ratings instructions in their evaluations. Finally, the last day of the FE is devoted to
comparing grades across programs and adjusting them to reflect differences in performance
consistently. This final step, though necessary, underscores the importance of NSGO being well
positioned to independently and credibly evaluate the individual programs across the breadth of
the entire program.
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The April 8, 2005, Revised Policy Memorandum on NSGO Final Evaluation and Merit
Funding (2005) from the National Director to the individual directors moves significantly toward
the goal of improving the transparency of these processes. It carefully describes the information
that is considered in the FE, the procedures by which the process is carried out, and the ways in
which this review differs from and parallels the PAT process. It also describes in detail the
manner in which the merit and bonus decisions are made. A few shortcomings in the FE process
remain, particularly the lack of description of how the qualitative ratings of the FE are converted
into numerical values and how the performance criteria categories and relative standings are
defined in terms of the resulting numerical scores.

PROGRAM ASSESSMENT TEAM VISIT

Currently, the site visit by the PAT is the defining event of the periodic review process.
The concepts of program review and accreditation are well established in the academic
community and among granting agencies. The one aspect that distinguishes these events from
most similar activities is the element of competition. Most reviews of ongoing programs are
carried out to determine whether the program is doing well against some set of mutually agreed
upon goals. While this is true for the PAT visit and report, an additional element of competition
was formally introduced in response to the National Sea Grant College Act Amendments of 2002
(P.L. 107-299).

The competitive process is directly affected by differences among the personnel in the
various PATs. While NSGRP activities, the guidance documents and pre-visit training are all
conscientiously applied, further improvement would result from measures that would facilitate
the overlap of personnel among several review teams. Overlap is essential both within cycles and
between cycles, as shown earlier in this chapter in the section on PAT membership.

Many of the visits have required four or five days of project review, field trips, and
program presentations, raising concerns about the financial cost and the demand such efforts
place on PAT members reducing their ability or desire to serve on more than one PAT.
Shortening the PAT visit could save expenses and time devoted to preparation and conduct, and
the expense of clientele and principal investigator appearances before the PAT. Because Sea
Grant is a partnership between NSGO and the institution, the PAT visits are often designed to
satisfy the host institution’s requirement for periodic external review of academic programs.
Consequently, the desire to shorten the length of the PAT visit should be tempered by the need to
be responsive to the individual program needs. The PATs need to understand the individual Sea
Grant program’s manifold dimensions.

In March 2005, the NSGO added a new section to the PAT Manual (NSGO, 2005a)
entitled “PAT Preparation, Structure and Cost Control.” Under this section, the NSGO provides
suggestions for ways to minimize the costs of the PAT visit, without reducing the PAT’s
effectiveness. The content of that section is summarized below:

e Field trips should be used sparingly, and when appropriate, sessions with formal
presentations can substitute for field trips.
Expensive venues should be avoided.
Expensive social events and dinners are not expected.
Receptions can be combined with poster sessions.
Quality of briefing book depends on content, not on glossy publications.
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e Use of CD-ROMS for auxiliary materials is encouraged.

e Use conference calls, web and video conferencing where appropriate to reduce travel
expenses and engage important community leaders who may not be able to attend in
person.

The NSGO should be commended for encouraging reducing the costs and fanfare in its
2005 PAT Manual. Putting a program in its best light can be achieved more effectively by
providing an easily digested amount of well focused, content rich material. Thus, another way of
reducing preparation time of the site visit is for the Program Officer, the individual Sea Grant
director, and the PAT chair to have some flexibility in deciding how to organize the visit.
Perhaps, it would help to highlight certain issues or activities, while still using the performance
criteria consistently. The success of shorter and more focused PAT site reviews will depend, in
part, on increased engagement and continuous oversight by the Program Officer and the ability
to identify and focus on important program areas, as discussed and recommended in Chapter 4 of
this report.

More efficient and shorter PAT site visits could allow NSGO to conduct site visits to half
the programs in one year and the other half the following year. This might make it easier for
PAT members to participate in several site visits and provide better comparison among
programs. At the end of two years, all programs can be more effectively compared and ratings
of program performance would be more comparable.

FINAL EVALUATION PROCESS

The Final Evaluation (FE) and merit and bonus funding process is introduced in Chapter
2 of this report, and it is described in the National Director’s memoranda of April 22, 1999, and
April 8, 2005 (see Appendixes D and E). The FE process has been the subject of frustration for
some individual Sea Grant program directors who characterize the FE as “lacking transparency”
or as a “smoke filled room” event, where program scores are changed for reasons that are
unknown or not understood by the individual Sea Grant program directors. A significant cause
for this perception appears to be poor communication in several areas. In one exchange of letters
between an individual Sea Grant program director and the National Director, it was clear that the
Sea Grant program director was not aware of the 1999 Policy Memorandum describing the FE
process. Primarily prompted by the introduction of the rating and ranking process mandated in
the 2002 Amendments and by the implementation of this new process, the 2005 Policy
Memorandum was written in an attempt to clarify the FE process. The NSGO sent out successive
drafts in 2004 for comment and made significant revisions based on comments received.
However, because the final 2005 Policy Memorandum was not available until after the FE week
(a 5-day meeting usually held in February), the degree to which it will clarify the process and
reduce tensions is not yet known.

The letters that the NSGO director sends to the individual Sea Grant program directors at
the conclusion of the FE process may also contribute to the perception of a lack of transparency.
Although in many respects these letters are quite similar to the letter sent to the individual Sea
Grant directors after the PAT report, they differ in one important way. In early portions of Cycle
2, the comments in the final letter are compressed from the 14 criteria used by the PAT into the
four larger categories, and do not include any final score. This issue was addressed by a
procedural change in 2004, which led to the practice of including the final score in the FE letter.
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Differing perspectives and program obligations of the NSGO and the individual Sea
Grant directors, as well as insufficient communication and program liaison, appear to contribute
to a tension that fuels the perception of lack of transparency and misunderstanding of the role of
the FE. These tensions are understandable given a national program that is implemented by state
and local directors and staff who are passionate about their work. Several actions discussed and
recommended in this report, such as better NSGO communication with individual programs,
increased program officer engagement, and more integrated strategic planning, could help to
improve operational trust and respect among all program levels, thereby facilitating efforts to
further improve the program and enhance its station within the community.

Credibility of PAT and FE Scoring Process

In Cycle 2, the number of criteria was increased to 14 over the 4 of Cycle 1. However,
the 14 sub-criteria were simply subdivisions of the 4 major criteria used in Cycle 1; thus, the
distributions of the FE and the PAT differences among the 4 broad categories can still be
assessed. In the 8 reviews of the first year of Cycle 2 there were 2 disagreements in
“Significance of Results” and 1 for “Connections with Others” (combined carrying 70 percent of
the ranking weight) as opposed to 9 disagreements in “Organizing and Managing the Program”
and 11 in “Effective and Aggressive Long Range Planning” (recall there were multiple sub-
criteria under each of the 4 criteria). This distribution was similar to differences seen in Cycle 1
and implies that in spite of the involvement of members of the NSGRP in both the PAT and FE
processes as a communication link, there is often not a common view of program performance
under these criteria.

In year two of Cycle 2 the procedure changed from requiring a simple majority to
requiring a two-thirds majority for an FE rating to differ from the PAT rating and the number of
disagreements dropped substantially. There were nearly 3 changes per program (2.875, a
weighted average out of a total of 14 criteria and reported on a four-point scale, as they have
been since 1998) in year 1 and only just over 1 change per program (1.14, also a weighted
average out of a total of 14 criteria, reported on a four-point scale) in year 2. The distribution
changed as well with half of the disagreements being in the “Significance of Results” category.
While this outcome is correlated, it is not necessarily causal. To fully understand the
significance of this correlation, one would need to know how many changes were proposed but
failed to win a 2/3 majority or how many changes were not proposed because they were unlikely
to win a 2/3 majority.

While there were many differences between the PAT score and the FE score in both
cycles, these differences were not predominantly either positive or negative. > The mean overall
score difference in Cycle 1 was 0.0047 and the mean overall score change in Cycle 2 was
0.0093. Because the mean overall score difference includes positive and negative differences, it
does not provide a good representation of the typical difference between the PAT and FE score
for individual programs. The mean absolute overall score difference is indicative of the typical

? The numerical score derived is calculated from the numeric equivalent of the four possible ratings, 1
being the highest and 4 the lowest, in each of the weighted criteria. Thus, 1.00 is a perfect score and larger
numbers represent poorer performance.
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magnitude of differences in PAT versus FE scores; in Cycle 1, the mean absolute overall score
difference was 0.1530 and the mean absolute overall score difference in Cycle 2 was 0.0827.*

Given its responsibility for managing the overall program, the NSGO should have greater
say when disagreements occur between opinions developed by the PAT over the span of a few
days and opinions developed by the NSGO over several years. Conversely, the independent
perspective provided by the PAT should be useful to the NSGO when determining which action,
if any, to take to address poor performance in these areas.

Some have suggested that larger programs fare better in the FE process than smaller ones.
Figure 3.1 plots differences in score between the PAT and FE ratings against program funding as
a proxy for program size. The distribution between positive and negative differences does not
indicate that smaller programs are more likely to receive worse scores in the FE.”

Similarly, there has been concern that program officers with long tenure with particular
programs might have undue influence in the FE portion of the review (see Figure 3.2). It appears
that this concern was unfounded in Cycle 1. In Cycle 2, all programs that received worse scores
in the FE (negative PAT-FE) had NSGO program officers with less than 2.5 years with that
individual program. Conversely, all Cycle 2 scores that improved (positive PAT-FE) relative to
the PAT score had NSGO program officers with more than 2.5 years with that individual
program. Although all the differences between PAT and FE scores for Cycle 2 were small (<
0.2), two of the changes were statistically significant at the 5 percent significance level.

One of the stated advantages of the FE is that simultaneous consideration of 7 or 8
programs provides an opportunity to compensate for variations in the way that different PATs
score program performance (i.e., simultaneous consideration of multiple programs helps to
address concerns about reliability). To address concerns about reliability and consistency,
NSGO staff members would benefit from professional development training in performance
evaluation. In addition, an outside expert in performance evaluation could be included in the FE.

IMPROVING THE VALUE OF ASSESSMENT

As noted in Chapter 2, the review process produces a numerical score that is used in allocating

merit and bonus funds. Based on testimony and evaluations by committee members expert in

this field there is general consensus that the criteria set forth as the basis of the review process

are appropriate to the goal of improving individual Sea Grant programs. The qualitative ratings

for individual criteria are translated into a numerical score and arithmetically weighted to yield a

single numerical final score. This section addresses the use of the resulting numerical scores for:
e Determining whether there have been improvements in the individual Sea Grant programs,

Allocation of merit and bonus funds,

Identification of potential biases, and

Broad management of the program.

* The differences in mean score difference and mean absolute score difference between Cycles 1 and 2 are
not statistically significant at the 5 percent significance level of a two-tailed hypothesis test.

> During Cycle 1, the correlation between base funding (2000-2002 average) and changes to the PAT score
was -0.108. During Cycle 2, the correlation between base funding (2003) and changes to the PAT score
was -0.052. Neither of these correlations is significantly different from zero at a 5 percent significance
level of a two-tailed hypothesis test.
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Improvement

The question of whether the assessment process produces improvement in individual Sea
Grant programs can only be judged for the 15 programs that have been through two review
cycles. Based on FE scores, the number of individual Sea Grant programs in Category 1 (scores
better than 1.5) increased from 7 to 9 between Cycles 1 and 2, the number in Category 2 (1.5 to
2) remained at 5, and the number in Category 3 decreased to 1. Four programs improved their
categorization and 2 lost ground. The average ranking number over the entire 15 improved only
slightly—from 1.55 to 1.49. Although there was not great improvement, the fact that nearly half
of the programs were already in the highest category (scores of 1 to 1.5) implies that there was
not much latitude for a major numerical change. In addition, given changes in criteria and
benchmarks made during and between cycles, it’s not apparent that such relatively small changes
in score reflect actual changes in program performance.

The multivariate regression analysis, described in Appendix F, included a variable to
reflect differences in average FE scores between Cycle 1 and Cycle 2 while controlling for the
influence of other explanatory variables. The results of that analysis suggest that the average
difference in scores between the two cycles is not significantly different from zero. Thus, there
was no statistical improvement in average program score following the implementation of
changes specified in the National Sea Grant College Act Amendments of 2002 (2002
Amendments).

Because the majority of the individual Sea Grant programs receive scores in the “Highest
Performance” and “Exceeds Benchmark™ categories (categories 1 and 2, respectively), it seems
appropriate to wonder if the benchmarks are sufficiently ambitious. If the benchmarks are
designed to reflect annually updated, quantitative measures of the significance and impact of
research, outreach, and education activities, it would be easier to contrast program performance
relative to other programs and to the program’s past performance.

The criterion with the most variable results from Cycle 1 to Cycle 2 was “Effective and
Aggressive Long Range Planning,” with six Sea Grant programs improved and seven
downgraded—not a clear indication that the first round led to significant learning. This apparent
lack of program change, i.e., the adoption of effective long-range plans, may be remedied if
NSGO takes steps, as recommended here, to work with individual Sea Grant programs to
develop and adopt strategic plans. The NSGO should work with the individual programs to
generate an agreed upon strategic plan (recommendations for this report can be found in the last
sections of chapters 3, 4, and 5). Adoption and implementation of a strategic plan by the NSGO
and the individual program would remove the need for a benchmark for the plan itself—
establishing the plan would be a joint responsibility. The plan would then be the standard
against which the effectiveness of execution would be judged.

Distribution of Merit and Bonus Funds
The practice of awarding “merit” and “bonus” funds based on performance began in 1998
when the NSGO began to emphasize the importance of the new program review process by
providing financial rewards for programs that excelled at performance benchmarks. NSGO

created three funding categories into which programs were placed based on the scores achieved
by each program through the review process. Programs that were ranked in the two best-
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performing categories (programs with the lowest scores) in the NSGO’s scoring system were
awarded additional (on top of base funds) or “merit” funding for the duration of the period until
their next review. This basic practice continues to this day, with some refinements. Merit
funding was intended to reward program performance (based on criteria), rather than competition
among programs. It was intended to stimulate improved performance by individual Sea Grant
programs

However, in 2002 Congress mandated creation of five sharply defined categories into
which the individual Sea Grant programs were to be placed. Congress required “no less than 5
categories, with each of the 2 best-performing categories containing no more than 25 per cent of
the programs” (P.L. 107-299, section 3[b][A][ii]). Some consequences of this mandate, which
put programs in competition against each other, are at odds with the natural trend and intent of
the original merit funding process which was to encourage improvement in all program scores
and thereby ultimately aggregate all programs into one category. The NSGO responded to the
mandate by retaining the three existing categories and subdividing Category 1 (programs of the
highest rank) into three sections (1a, 1b, 1¢; scores range 1.0-1.5, 1.5-2.0, and 2.0-2.5,
respectively), the first and second of which contain just under 25 percent of all programs. The
distribution of scores is shown in Figure 3.3, as of the end of the second year of Cycle 2. The
best possible score is 1.0.

Although this adheres to the letter of the legislation, the close numerical spacing of
adjacent rankings in Category 1 creates two stepwise discontinuities in the bonus assignment
process in which a small difference in score (e.g., between 1.17 and 1.19; or 1.26 and 1.29)
results in a significant difference in reward while adjacent corresponding differences have no
effect (Figure 3.4). For perspective, the discussion of the FE process notes that the mean
magnitude of changes between the PAT and FE scores was 0.1. This small difference in scoring
during the FE may have substantial impacts on program funding even though the absolute
differences in performance are small.

An alternative to division into discrete categories would be to reward the top 50 percent
of the programs on a sliding scale so that there would be no large steps, but rather consecutive
small ones. Although there still would be uncertainties in scores at this level of aggregation, a
more logical approach would be to reward each program with a bonus increment that would be
proportional to the difference in score between adjacent programs. This is the equivalent of
computing the bonus in proportion to the difference of any given score in the top half from that
of the program at the 50 percent mark in the ranked sequence. The resulting smoothed
distribution is shown, based on 2005 data, in Figure 3.4.

Potential Biases

The results of a multivariate analysis of NSGO data, as described in detail in
Appendix F, show that the FE scores are not biased as a result of program officer
seniority, program funding levels, program maturity, order of review within a cycle, or
between Cycles 1 and 2. There is, however, statistically significant evidence that
program officer continuity with the individual Sea Grant program is inversely related to
the FE score.

Looking at the scores in relation to continuity of NSGO program officer
experience with a particular program, Figure 3.5 shows this effect in a simple form: all of
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the poor scores (greater than 2) occur with NSGO program officers with no more than 2
years of service with that individual Sea Grant program. Considering both cycles, the
correlation between NSGO program officer continuity with a particular Sea Grant
program and the FE score assigned to that Sea Grant program is -0.37. That is, individual
programs that have a longer history of interaction with their NSGO program officer are,
on average, assigned lower (better) FE scores.

Two implications can be drawn from these findings. First, the strength of the evaluation
system and methodology, in that the final scores are not influenced by variables of the
characteristics of the program officer, or the characteristics of the program itself, its funding, and
its maturity. Second, while there is evidence of a positive relationship between program officer
continuity and the FE score, this relationship should not necessarily be viewed as a cause-and-
effect relationship, instead it could be suggestive of the importance of linkages and feedback
between the NSGO and the individual Sea Grant programs. The value of robust support by, and
interaction with, skilled program officers must be balanced against tendencies for program
officers to loose perspective as they develop longstanding relationships with individual SG
programs. Rather than serving as a suggestion that scores could be improved by increasing the
length of time that NSGO program officers are assigned to particular programs, the statistical
finding serves to highlight the importance of ensuring that there is a close and ongoing working
relationship between each individual Sea Grant program and the NSGO.

Broad Program Management

Although much of the discussion that took place during open sessions involving
individual Sea Grant program directors focused on the use of quantitative scores for competitive
ranking of the individual Sea Grant programs, it is important to consider the broader question of
the role of the current review process in improving the individual programs and the National Sea
Grant College Program (National Program) in other ways. Considerable effort goes into the
periodic review process, yet it often appears to be used simply within the narrow confines of
assignment of merit and bonus funds. Given the effort involved, the outcomes should be used
more widely for program management.

Unfortunately, the dissection of the review into 14 sub-criteria robs the process of an
opportunity to take a holistic approach that would enhance its broader application. The PAT and
FE discussions become discussions of individual criteria. Roughly as much time was spent in the
2005 FE on a criterion worth 4 percent of the total score as was spent on the research and
outreach topics that constitute major contributions (20+ percent) to the total Sea Grant program.

The use of program ratings to rank for competitive funding can have unintended and
counterproductive consequences. While competition encourages programs to improve, it can
reduce the incentive for individual Sea Grant programs to cooperate with one another or work

% The probability that a correlation of -0.37 would have been observed if the true correlation is greater than
or equal to zero is 0.0066. The coefficients reported in Appendix F are ordinary least squares regression
coefficients, not simple correlation coefficients. The multivariate model apportions the observed variation
in scores across several different variables simultaneously and thus does not map back to the simple
correlation coefficient. In contrast, the simple regression in Appendix F does map back to the simple
correlation coefficient: -0.077 =-0.371(1.901)/(0.393), where 1.901 is the standard deviation of PO
continuity and 0.393 is the standard deviation of the FE scores.

51

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.


http://www.nap.edu/catalog/11670.html

3.0

25 - X
.
o . X
82'°’l %(x
° X X X
© X .
£ 15 1 XX X m .
X n x*.»(x x% - [ -
10 1 ®H X %
0.5 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Length of PO service with program (years)

‘ X cycle 1 mcycle 2 ‘

Figure 3.5 Continuity of program officer (PO) service with a particular program vs. the
FE score. All programs with scores greater than 1.8 are associated with program officers
with tenures of less than 3 years. Data from NSGO.

productively with the NSGO on regional activities. This effect was brought up repeatedly in
testimony at public meetings by individual Sea Grant program directors; these directors stated
that they were somewhat reluctant to share their ideas with each other for fear of “helping the
competition.” Sharing and networking have traditionally been important positive elements of the
NSGCP and have helped to weave the current 30 individual Sea Grant programs (not including 3
programs in development) into a single NSGCP.

It is essential that the review process evaluate the manner in which individual programs
contribute to the whole. Introduction of an explicit criterion for performance in this area
(discussed in the next section) would remedy this shortcoming and improve the effectiveness of
the National Program as a whole.

COLLABORATION AMONG INDIVIDUAL
SEA GRANT PROGRAMS

In 2004, Admiral James D. Watkins, Chair of the U.S. Commission on Ocean
Policy (USCOP), stated in the letter transmitting the Commission’s final report An Ocean
Blueprint for the 21°' Century to the President of United States that the USCOP stated
that the following action was essential:

...anew national ocean policy framework must be established to improve federal
coordination and effectiveness. An important part of this new framework is
strengthening support for state, territorial, tribal, and local efforts to identify and
resolve issues at the regional level.
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Although the Commission’s findings were non-binding, the heavy emphasis
placed on coordination and effectiveness at local, regional, and national scales is striking.
Furthermore, in response to the USCOP’s report, the emphasis placed on facilitating
regional collaboration was adopted in the formal White House response, the U.S. Ocean
Action Plan. The U.S. Ocean Action Plan identified three high-priority actions to address
the USCOP’s call for “enhancing ocean leadership and coordination.” In addition to
“codifying the existence of NOAA within the Department of Commerce by passage of an
organic act” and “establishing a cabinet-level Federal ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes
coordinating entity,” the Bush Administration called for greater effort to support
“voluntary regional collaboration.” In particular, the U.S. Ocean Action Plan underscores
support for ““...enhanced coordination and [the Plan] strongly values the local input that
is essential in managing and protecting our Nation’s ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes
resources.”

Existing programs, such as Sea Grant, which emphasize local and federal
collaboration, would seem to be natural candidates to play leading roles in efforts to
address well-recognized and emerging marine policy challenges at regional scales. If Sea
Grant can demonstrate an ability to foster regional collaboration, one would expect that
ability to be recognized and utilized.

Although some Sea Grant programs are already collaborating at various scales to address
issues of high regional interest (such as the Chesapeake Bay area), it appears that these
collaborations are driven largely by regional constituencies that interact with multiple Sea Grant
programs. Thus it is not apparent that sufficient attention is given in the current review process to
systematically identifying opportunities for regional collaboration.

Furthermore, during open session discussions with individual Sea Grant program
directors, the assertion was made that the newly enacted Congressional directive to rate and rank
programs for the purpose of distributing merit and bonus funds had, to some degree, had a
chilling effect on program-to-program collaboration. While the veracity of this assertion is
difficult to determine, there is reason to believe that the requirement to rate and rank programs
has strained the relationship between the individual programs and the NSGO itself. Collaboration
is an essential part of integrating the individual Sea Grant programs into a successful National
Program. Barriers to effective communication and collaboration among the individual programs
could realistically reduce the impact from advances made in various parts of the overall network.
Because network-building is an important function, it might be advisable to augment the original
four criteria with a fifth criterion that assesses the extent to which an individual Sea Grant
program contributes to network cohesiveness. Including this additional criterion would ensure
that activities in support of the overall network are evaluated in the review process; however, it
would only provide insight into one component of the network (i.e., how individual programs
contribute to the overall program). In an effort to develop a fuller understanding of how the
network is functioning as a whole, greater attention should also be focused on determining how
well the NSGO is fostering collaboration at a variety of scales, including supporting
collaborative efforts of individual programs.
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING
THE PERIODIC ASSESSMENT PROCESS

The majority of the individual Sea Grant programs receive scores in the “Highest
Performance” and “Exceeds Benchmark” categories, thus, it seems appropriate to wonder if the
benchmarks are sufficiently ambitious. The Director of the National Sea Grant College
Program, working with the National Sea Grant Review Panel, should carefully review the
present benchmarks and indicators to ensure that they are sufficiently ambitious and
reflect characteristics deemed of high priority for the program as a whole.

The evaluation criteria currently used do not adequately emphasize the importance of
network-building among individual programs and how such activities help to link the local and
regional efforts into an effective nationwide program. Some aspects of the current program
evaluation process and ranking appear to have fostered an increase in competition and lowered
the level of cooperation between individual Sea Grant programs. This tendency is not consistent
with efforts to build a cooperative nationwide effort, as encouraged by NOAA guidance
documents (Title 33, Chapter 22, Section 1123)’. Explicit consideration of cooperative and
collaborative activities between programs should be included in the program evaluation process
and programs should be rewarded for these kinds of activities. Concomitantly, there is no
evidence that the use of 14 weighted sub-criteria in Cycle 2 in place of the 4 criteria in Cycle 1
has improved the review process. Conversely, introduction of criteria weighted in small
percentages (less than 5 percent) work against taking a holistic view of the individual programs
and creates a less efficient process. The Director of the National Sea Grant College Program,
under supervision of the Secretary of Commerce and in consultation with National Sea
Grant Review Panel and the individual Sea Grant programs, should substantially reduce
the overall number of scored sub-criteria by combining various existing criteria, while
adding cooperative, network-building activities as an explicitly evaluated, highly valued
criterion. Benchmarks and indicators for this network building criterion will need to be carefully
constructed so that geographically isolated programs are not inappropriately penalized. However,
the steps taken to make such allowances should not undermine the importance of this criterion
for the vast majority of individual Sea Grant programs.

Steps taken by the NSGO and the NSGRP to improve consistency in grading are
laudable; while it is not possible to attain perfect reliability in a system that values and depends
on professional judgments, further actions could be taken to generate improvements in this area.
The Director of the National Sea Grant College Program, working with the National Sea
Grant Review Panel, should engage independent expertise to refine the benchmarks and
grading instructions to meet professional methods and standards for reliability and to
refine the training materials used to prepare individuals involved in the evaluation process,
in a manner consistent with the recommendations made in this report.

While the PAT site visit is a central element of the periodic review, it appears that it has
in some instances expanded unnecessarily in terms of time and cost. Reducing the duration of
the site visits would decrease the expenditure of time and funds and allow more overlap of
reviewers with increased reliability of the results. Lacking some standards set by NSGO, there is
a tendency for individual Sea Grant program directors to expand their presentations to match

7 Title 33, Section 1123 of the U.S. Code states that directors shall “encourage and promote coordination
and cooperation between the research, education and outreach programs of the administration and those of
academic institutions.” See Appendix H.
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those of other programs. National Sea Grant Office and National Sea Grant Review Panel
should reduce the effort and costs required to prepare for and conduct a Program
Assessment Team site review by providing specific limits on the amount and kind of
preparatory material to be provided to the Program Assessment Team and by limiting the
site visit to no more than three days, including the time to draft the preliminary report and
meet with program directors and institutional representatives.

The perceived lack of transparency in the FE process has been mitigated by issuance of
the 2005 version of the NSGO memorandum describing this phase of the review process.
However, lack of transmission of the FE ratings, in contrast to the PAT reports, contributes to a
remaining lack of transparency in the FE rating and eliminates a useful opportunity for the
NSGO to explain to the individual programs why the views of the NSGO (as reflected in the FE)
and the PAT differ.

The “Revised Policy Memorandum on NSGO Final Evaluation and Merit Funding”
(NSGO, 2005b) from the NSGCP director moves significantly toward the goal of improving the
transparency of these processes (see Appendix E). A few shortcomings remain, particularly the
lack of description of how the qualitative ratings of the FE are converted into numerical values
and how the merit categories and relative standings are defined in terms of the resulting
numerical scores. Greater clarity is needed in the communication of ratings and rankings of
programs. The Director of the National Sea Grant College Program should communicate
the results of the FE (annual NSGO Final Evaluation) directly to individual Sea Grant
program directors. This communication should include the final rating score received by
that program (as begun in 2004) and document any substantial difference between the
conclusions reached during the annual evaluation and the most recent periodic review.
Furthermore, the Director of the National Sea Grant College Program should
communicate the implication of the annual evaluation in terms of the rating and ranking
process used to determine a program’s eligibility or receipt of merit or bonus funding.

The diverse score changes for “long range planning” for the programs that have been
reviewed twice show that the long-range planning concept has not been well-defined and
communicated by NSGO or well-implemented by the individual Sea Grant programs. Existence
of an appropriate long-range plan shortly after a program is reviewed is essential as a road map
for the subsequent interval and as a yardstick against which program can be measured each year
and at the forthcoming PAT review. The National Sea Grant Office, in consultation with the
National Sea Grant Review Panel and individual Sea Grant programs, should establish
regular procedures (separate from annual and periodic performance evaluation) for
working with the individual Sea Grant program to create and adopt an appropriately
ambitious strategic plan, with goals and objectives against which the program would be
evaluated at the next program evaluation period.

There are scoring uncertainties arising from the diversity of programs being
reviewed and the differences in interpretation of benchmarks by different PATs such that
the stepwise score changes at the 25 percent and 50 percent marks are not defined
adequately to justify the abrupt bonus changes at those boundaries. For example, in 2004,

15 programs received bonus funds. An alternative to distributing the bonus funds based
simply on whether the program falls into one of only two bins made up the top fifty
percent of the programs (by rank) would be to reward the top 50 percent on a sliding
scale so that instead of large steps in the award of bonus funds, there would be a
gradation of awards. This would reduce the potential for very small differences in scores
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being converted into large differences in the amount of bonus awarded. The Director of
the National Sea Grant College Program, under supervision of the Secretary of
Commerce, should revise the calculation of bonus funding allocation relative to
program rank to ensure that small differences in program rank do not result in
large differences in bonus funding, while preserving or even enhancing the ability to
competitively award bonus funds as required by the National Sea Grant College Act
Amendments of 2002 (P.L. 107-299). Several approaches for accomplishing this seem
worthy of consideration. One approach would be to reward each program in the upper
half in proportion to the difference between their score and the score of the program at
the 50 percent mark (the median score). The resulting smoothed distribution is shown in
Figure 3.4. Another possible alternative would be to smooth the distribution based on the
relative standings of those in the top half relative to the middle program. This second
approach less attractive given that the relative standings are themselves derived from the
program scores. Neither approach would totally eliminate differences in bonus funding
between programs that have statistically similar scores, but either approach would
significant reduce the potential for two programs with statistically similar scores from
receiving significantly different bonus awards. Both approaches would appear to satisfy
the congressional desire to see bonus funding distributed based on performance (P.L.
107-299).

RETHINKING THE PROGRAM ASSESSMENT PROCESS

Many of the changes proposed above are intended to address the challenges to effective
program assessment that stem from the desire to rate and rank the individual Sea Grant programs
for the purposes of determining which programs qualify for bonus funding and to support efforts
to distribute funds in a competitive manner. As discussed in Chapter 2, in response to
congressional desire to see a greater level of oversight and competition in the program, the
purpose of assessment within the Sea Grant program became two-fold. First, and more
traditionally, assessment is used to identify weaknesses or opportunities for growth in the
individual Sea Grant programs and possible mechanisms to address them. Second, and more
recently, assessment is used to reward programs for achievement (i.e., rate and rank programs in
order to pass out bonus funds competitively).

Steps proposed to further strengthen the assessment process for the purposes of
establishing a more credible and reliable rating and ranking system (including greater overlap
among PAT teams, more uniform PAT visits and briefing materials, shortened PAT visits to
allow completion of the PAT reviews in a shorter period, etc.) may be difficult to fully achieve
and, would likely reduce the value of assessment for the purpose of exploring areas of growth or
mechanisms for accomplishing it. Thus, it would seem appropriate to explore an alternative
structure for assessment within the Sea Grant program, one that fundamentally embraces the two
purposes of assessment, by developing two separate mechanisms, each tailored to address a
single, more or less unique purpose.

Designing an effective dual-mode assessment process would require that one mode
emphasize the main purpose supporting the annual rate and rank process, while the main purpose
of the second mode would be to nurture the program by evaluating the National Program in its
entirely (i.e., all the individual programs as well as the NSGO at least once every 4 years).
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Such a change in approach would allow external peer-reviewers to move beyond simple
ratings to consider on broader issues such as an independent check on individual programs and
the evaluation process overall. Issues like: identifying areas for growth or improvement and
mechanisms for achieving that growth or improvement, exploring ways to strengthen the
individual programs institutional relationships, examining the nature of the individual program’s
relationship with the NSGO, the effectiveness and credibility of annual evaluation (to support
findings about the “state” of the individual programs as well as the network overall). The
implications of such a change will be further explored in Chapter 4.
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4

Program Oversight and Management

In the United States and around the world, research programs are funded through
a variety of mechanisms and use different project selection and program evaluation
approaches to maintain quality of performance. However, the trend across research
programs worldwide is toward more competitive project funding and stronger
retrospective evaluation processes, with stronger links to resource allocation. In keeping
with this trend and in compliance with congressional directive, the National Sea Grant
College Program (NSGCP) funds are distributed through: (1) centrally managed
competitive awards to investigators, (2) awarded based on historical factors of individual
Sea Grant programs and subsequently distributed as competitive awards to investigators,
and (3) competitive bonus awards to individual Sea Grant programs based on their
relative ranking as a result of the program review process.

Although the program oversight, structure and management processes followed
by the NSGCP are somewhat unique, program review by other federal, state and private
grant programs share similarities and dissimilarities with Sea Grant’s review program.
This chapter will discuss these similarities and dissimilarities, especially in regards to the
six main elements of administration used by the Sea Grant program, (introduced in
Chapter 2): (1) annual reports prepared by the individual Sea Grant programs; (2)
sporadic interactions with NSGO administrators and program officers; (3) periodic
assessments by high-level external review teams (Program Assessment Teams [PATs]);
(4) certification reviews for aspirant and deficient programs; (5) the development,
approval, and implementation of strategic plans at the national and individual levels; and,
(6) annual allocation of federal funds (base, merit, bonus, national initiative, special
projects).

INTRODUCTION TO PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

Program management and program oversight are interrelated processes that
directly affect the success of a program in achieving its mission, goals, and objectives as
described in the strategic plan. Effective program management requires acquisition of
information about program performance, outcomes, and impacts through a combination
of continuous and periodic processes. Program administrators use this and other
information to evaluate progress, allocate resources, and make decisions that influence
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the direction and focus of the program in implementing the strategic plan. Effective
program oversight includes both internal mechanisms and external mechanisms at a
variety of time scales. Internal monitoring and oversight occurs on continuous or short
time scales (days, weeks, months) to drive short-term decision-making at a local program
level, while external monitoring and reviews take place on longer time scales (semi-
annual, annual, quadrennial, etc.) to inform national program decisions and long-term
local program decisions. A key element of effective management and oversight in any
program, especially a dispersed national program such as Sea Grant, is a strategic plan
that is integrated throughout the program structure, bringing cohesion to the effort
without eliminating the focus on local challenges, opportunities, and networks.

MANAGEMENT AND OVERSIGHT OF RESEARCH AND
OUTREACH PROGRAMS

The Sea Grant program is certainly unique within NOAA, and perhaps within the
federal government as a whole, in terms of the use of annual rating and rankings to
determine eligibility for and size of bonus funding. However, the use of formal
performance reviews of individual programs is common. Federally supported research,
outreach, and education programs are funded through a variety of mechanisms, including
broadly-competed awards, formula-funded block grants, and funds budgeted to and
expended within federal agencies. In addition, funds can be awarded for short or long
periods to individual investigators, small teams, centers and institutes, or national labs. In
this section, a handful of different programs are described to provide examples of existing
federal programs and show the diversity of program oversight and assessment processes.

Sea Grant is one of a handful of federal research programs that provide block
funding, on either a fixed or formula basis, to universities for research, outreach, and
education. The largest such federal program and the conceptual model for Sea Grant, the
U.S. Department of Agriculture administered Cooperative State Research, Education and
Extension Service (USDA-CSREES), uses formulae to allocate about $550 million
annually to public land grant colleges and universities pursuant to several federal laws'
(See Box 4.1). While some of the USDA-CSREES formula-funded programs are of
recent origin, new funding for research and outreach has been increasingly directed to
competitive programs. In addition, USDA-CSREES has come under increasing pressure
to shift funding from formula programs to competitive programs. > For example, the

! Hatch Act; Smith-Lever: 1862 Institution; Smith-Lever Act 3(d); Food and Agriculture Defense Initiative;
Renewable Resources Extension Act; McIntire-Stennis Cooperative Forestry; Animal Health and Disease
Formula; Aquaculture Centers; Evans-Allen 1890 Research Formula; 1890 Extension Formula; 1890
Facilities Grants; 1890 Institutions Teaching and Research Capacity Building Grants; Tribal Colleges
Endowment Fund; Tribal Colleges Education Equity Grants; Extension Services at the 1994 Institutions;
Tribal Colleges Research Grants; Hispanic Serving Institutions Education Grants; Resident Instruction for
Insular Areas; Alaska-Native Serving and Native-Hawaiian Serving Institutions Education Grants; and
Agriculture In the Classroom.

* Some examples of comparable programs: National Research Initiative; Sustainable Agriculture Research
and Extension; Outreach and Assistance for Socially Disadvantaged Farmers and Ranchers; Organic
Agriculture Research and Extension Initiative; Higher Education Challenge Grants; Secondary and Two-
Year Postsecondary Agriculture Education Challenge Grants; Food and Agricultural Sciences National
Needs Graduate and Postgraduate Fellowship Grants; Multicultural Scholars; International Science and
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Box 4.1
Case Study: Program Review Processes in a Formula-Based Block-Funded Program: U.S.
Department of Agriculture-Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Service
(USDA-CSREES)

The periodic review and evaluation process of CSREES programs is similar to the Sea
Grant review process but with significant differences. In both programs an outside panel of
experts is convened to review pertinent program documents, conduct a site visit to the program,
and report findings and recommendations based on a set of pre-determined review criteria.
However, unlike the Sea Grant program reviews, which are previously scheduled, the local
program administrator requests a CSREES program review 18-24 months in advance of the
review, often in conjunction with a university review. The purposes of a CSREES review are
specifically to “assess the benefits that the programs provide to the agricultural industry, rural
communities/environment, and consumers, and in meeting other social goals stated in
congressional authorizing legislation” (CSREES 1999a). While most reviews comprehensively
address research, outreach, and instructional programs, some are designed around specific
issues or programs.

Unlike a Sea Grant program review in which the scope and timing have been determined
by the NSGO and expressed in the PAT Manual, the scope, purpose, and timing of a CSREES
review are determined through consultations among the Experiment Station/Extension
administrator, program leader, and CSREES team leader. Specific objectives for the review, a
general timeframe for the site visit, and the size of the review team and specific areas of needed
team expertise are all determined through these consultations and all parties reach a verbal
agreement.

Composition of CSREES review teams is similar to the composition of Sea Grant PATs
although selected through a different process. Review teams include 4 or 5 members, selected by
the CSREES team leader based, in part, on nominations by the local program administrator and
program leader. The team usually includes one member as an institutional representative—a
department head or program leader from a related department—of the program being reviewed.
Other team members are selected for their recognized knowledge and experience relevant to the
review objectives and usually include department heads, program leaders or Experiment
Station/Extension administrators from peer institutions.

The review team approves the site visit agenda four to five months prior to the review.
Site visits are usually 2-3 days, including time for deliberation and writing the report. Reviews may
include visits to laboratory and other facilities, slide and video presentations, structured meetings
with faculty and administrators, and unstructured interactions with faculty, students, and staff.

At the end of the site visit, the review team presents preliminary findings and
recommendations to campus administrators and to the faculty. The review team has 4 weeks to
submit a final written report to the CSREES administrator, who then writes and forwards a final
report to the Experiment Station/Extension administrator within an additional two weeks.
CSREES requests that the program leader/department head or Experiment Station/Extension
administrator submit a follow-up report about one year after the review outlining actions taken in
response to the review. However, since this follow-up report is not required, it is rarely
completed.

The Annual CRIS (Current Research Information System) report, a different report from
the follow-up report, is required and is prepared by principal investigators. The CRIS
report includes descriptions of each research project, project outcomes, and impacts. The
CRIS database can be queried to parse reports by geographic region, subject of

Education Competitive Grants; Biotechnology Risk Assessment Research; Small Business Innovation
Research; Community Food Projects; and Risk Management Education.
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investigation, individual investigator, etc. The annual reports are used by the State
Experiment Station directors to oversee and assess the productivity of funded projects.
initial FY06 budget proposal included a $250 million increase for National Research
Initiative (NRI) competitive grants, funded in part from a $104 million reduction in
formula funds.

The CREES reviews have this flexibility because the need for intercomparison
among reviewed programs is less and the programs are not ranked for the purpose of
making funding decisions.

The Sea Grant Review Process Compared to
Other Federal Programs

The stability of base funding for individual Sea Grant programs is like the funding
stability enjoyed by government laboratories. In some government laboratories, such as
the intramural laboratories of the National Institutes of Health (NIH) and the Agricultural
Research Service (ARS). NIH and ARS researchers are federal employees, so personnel
evaluation procedures help to maintain quality. But such laboratories typically also have
strong program review processes. NIH laboratories, for example, are reviewed by
external teams every 4 years (M. Gershengorn, NIH, personal communication, 2005), and
ARS laboratories every 5 years (www.ars.usda.gov). ARS funds activities through
proposals that are externally reviewed and that must meet minimum quality requirements.
The national laboratories funded by the Department of Energy and managed by
contractors also review all projects before they are approved for funding.

The individual Sea Grant programs resemble some additional aspects of federally
funded centers. For example, NIH, National Science Foundation (NSF), and other U.S.
federal agencies, provide multi-year awards to centers that perform multiple functions,
usually including research; education; outreach; in some cases, service (e.g., in NIH
centers, translation into clinical practice); and the provision of central infrastructure.
These awards are usually made for five years at a time. At approximately mid award
cycle, NSF centers receive a site visit. Performance is closely examined in relation to
milestones specified in the original proposal. At both NSF and NIH, centers must submit
applications for continuing funding every five years. These requests for continued
funding are considered in competition with other projects considered for funding. At
NSF, most programs have sunset clauses that limit funding for individual centers to a
maximum of ten years, or two five-year awards. Centers are expected to be self-sufficient
after that time.

Implications of Review on Funding and Competition
The individual Sea Grant programs could be described as centers funded by the
NSGCP. They differ from NIH and NSF centers in that their locations and base budgets

were not openly competed, the base funding is not subject to regular recompetition, and
they are not subject to a sunset clause unless their performance warrants decertification.
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Individual Sea Grant programs also differ from NIH and NSF centers to the extent that
non-federal funds, especially state funds®, are used for their support.

The initial certification of an individual Sea Grant program does not involve a
national request for proposals (RFPs) and open competition among perspective
institutions, but instead involves a review process wherein the candidate program
prepares a proposal that describes institutional and state support, program leadership and
organization, an analysis of stakeholder needs, and the identification of priority research,
outreach, and education programs. Programs that fail to demonstrate excellent potential
are not certified. Program decertification is automatically triggered if the periodic
evaluation results in a final evaluation score greater than 3.0 on a 4 point scale.
Decertification could also be triggered in the course of annual program review if there is
a persistent failure to address shortcomings identified in the periodic review or if there is
a loss of critical personnel or institutional support. To date, no Sea Grant Program has
been decertified.

The principal alternatives to block funding of research, education, and outreach
programs are (1) the funding of in-house research by agency or organization staff and (2)
project funding through peer review of competing proposals. Most research grant
programs supported by NSF and NIH, and other federal research programs (such as the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Science to Achieve Results [EPA-STAR] and
USDA-National Research Initiative [NRI] grant competitions) are characterized by a
broadly distributed open public solicitation for proposals, peer or panel review of the
proposals and credentials of the principle investigators, and administrative review of the
highest rated proposals and determination of funding levels. The grants may be awarded
to individuals, teams, or research centers. NSF, NIH, and USDA-NRI typically fund 20 to
30 percent of the proposals submitted. The EPA-STAR program funds about 15 percent
of the proposals submitted. For a concise description of the oversight and management
processes of these and related federally-funded research programs, see NRC (2001).
Although Sea Grant sponsors some nationwide open competitions for research funding,
most Sea Grant research funds are allocated as formula-based block grants to the
individual Sea Grant programs, where funds are allocated to outreach and education
programs, program administration, and through competitive awards to investigators.

Allocation of Funds, Peer-Review, Competition, and Awards to
Meritorious Projects

In the case of individual Sea Grant programs and USDA-CSREES formula-
funded programs, there is a second-stage allocation of funds at a state level, which
usually relies on peer review of competing proposals. For example, individual Sea Grant
programs hold biannual competitions for research funding. While the specific details of
the competition vary across programs, all of the competitions include anonymous-peer
review of the scientific merit of the project and the qualifications of the principal
investigator (PI) or investigators. Many include review by a panel of stakeholders to

? The average reported share of state funding across all the state programs from 1995-2003 is 35.2 percent.
Because as many individual programs only report to the NSGO those non-federal funds needed to
demonstrate the match to federal funds, this amount is likely the minimum.

63

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.


http://www.nap.edu/catalog/11670.html

score the proposals for their relevance to critical regional needs and all include a final
technical review by a panel of peers supervised by the program director. Projects to be
included in the program’s omnibus proposal to the NSGCP are selected during the final
panel review.

In the case of USDA-CSREES, the formula funds allocated to state agriculture
experiment stations include a second stage allocation that typically involves peer-
evaluation of research proposals, but the peer-evaluation is usually in-house (at the
institution) and is designed to provide advice about improving projects rather than to
screen and identify projects to be funded. Within the land grant system, USDA-CSREES
formula funds have been built into the base funding for tenured and tenure-track faculty
and so it is problematic if state experiment station directors deny salary funding for
projects, and less problematic if they deny operating funds. Because operating funds are
typically small relative to salary funds, the state experiment station directors have limited
ability to promote strong projects or eliminate weak projects.

In contrast, because Sea Grant projects have not been captured into the base
salaries of research faculty, individual Sea Grant program directors have more flexibility
to shift funds to meritorious projects. Although the competition for Sea Grant research
funds is not strictly a national competition, the competition at the individual Sea Grant
program level is intense (less than 20 percent of the proposals are funded and many
proposals are funded at less than the requested level). Moreover, proposals are broadly
solicited and often involve PIs and co-PIs who are not associated with the university or
consortium that hosts the individual program. While there is within program competition
for research funds in the formula-funded USDA-CSREES and individual Sea Grant
programs, there has not been, but could be, a comparable within-program competition for
outreach and education funds.

STRATEGIC PLANNING AS A PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT AND
EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

Strategic planning is a cornerstone of effective program management. A well
designed strategic plan reflects goals and objectives that the program intends to
accomplish within the planning horizon. In a disaggregated and regionally dispersed
program, strategic planning could help integrate individual programs into a national
whole while supporting regional and local differences in program emphasis. Weaknesses
in the strategic planning process and the lack of effective integration of local and national
strategic plans were recognized by Duce et al. (2002). The NSGO has responded to some
of the recommendations of Duce et al. (2002) and to the increased emphasis that the
federal Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) have placed on strategic planning. Similarly, some
individual Sea Grant programs have developed strategic plans that reflect active
collaboration with the NSGO as well as its local constituents. However, many individual
Sea Grant programs have strategic plans that are poorly designed or poorly integrated
with the national strategic plan and some individual Sea Grant programs lack program
specific strategic plans entirely (i.e., some individual programs have simply adopted the
national plan verbatim).
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As noted in NRC (1994) and Duce et al. (2002), information from the individual
Sea Grant programs is extremely valuable in the development of national priorities and
objectives. The individual Sea Grant programs have direct contact with researchers,
educators, outreach specialists, and stakeholders in the marine community and are thus
well positioned to identify emerging issues. While the goals and objectives expressed in
each program’s strategic plan can be expected to address issues of uniquely local
importance, it is essential that they also be placed in the context of the NSGCP strategic
plan, which is modified every four years to comply with U.S. Code. Conversely, the
formation of a cohesive integrated national program with discernible regional goals that
could be addressed through the combined efforts of individual Sea Grant programs,
would require that the strategic plans for each individual Sea Grant program include
elements that are common with the national plan as well as elements unique to the locale,
including those elements that address needs identified by the states and other sources of
financial support. Hence, there is a need for top-down and bottom-up integration of
strategic plans. While integration is important for overall program coordination and
oversight, the NSGCP strategic plan should be more than a simple collation of the
strategic plans developed by the individual Sea Grant programs and the individual
strategic plans should be more than a simple subset of the NSGCP strategic plan.
Development of strategic plans for individual Sea Grant programs presents a prime
opportunity to strengthen interactions with the NSGO and regional or thematically
relevant sister programs.

An effective integrated strategic planning process could begin with the
development of an appropriately ambitious draft strategic plan with input from key
stakeholders, university or consortium administration, and the NSGO. When formally
approved by the National Director, the individual Sea Grant program’s strategic plan
represents a compact between the individual program and the network as a whole.
Approval by the National Director signifies that the program’s strategic plan is
sufficiently ambitious and attendant to local, regional, and national priorities, that
successful and timely accomplishment of the goals and objectives outlined in the plan can
be expected to result in superior or outstanding ratings for corresponding elements of the
annual and periodic program reviews. In turn, when an approved strategic plan is in
place, annual reports and periodic program reviews can be framed in the context of
accomplishments relative to goals and objectives outlined in the strategic plans in effect
during the review period. Programs that achieve the identified goals should be assured of
receiving superior or outstanding ratings.

Because the NSGCP is required to prepare a new strategic plan every four years,
there are advantages to having the individual Sea Grant programs prepare or update their
strategic plans on a coincident cycle. Harmonizing the periodicity of the strategic
planning process and the periodicity of program review would allow the program review
process to look back at performance relative to strategic plans in place during the review
period. The program review process could also look forward to the strategic plan that has
been developed for future activities and could comment on the significance of the
activities proposed and the availability of resources to support those activities.
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ROLE OF THE NATIONAL SEA GRANT OFFICE

The role of the NSGO was examined recently by Duce et al. (2002). A
comprehensive reexamination of the NSGO is outside the scope of this review, but an
evaluation of the Sea Grant program review process cannot be entirely decoupled from
consideration of the role of the NSGO in that review process. Effective program
administration within a diverse and decentralized organization such as Sea Grant requires
a clear and consistent process for providing the central organization with accurate and
comparable information about the objectives, activities, and performance relative to those
objectives of the decentralized elements of the organization. In addition, there must be a
clear and consistent vehicle for conveying information about current and anticipated
goals and objectives from the center of the organization back to the individual programs.
The National Director, working through the NSGO, is responsible for ensuring that there
are effective conduits of top-down and bottom-up information flows. However, based on
discussions with individual Sea Grant program directors and with NSGO administrators
and program officers, it is evident that NSGO personnel have limited interaction with the
individual Sea Grant program directors and that top-down and bottom-up information
conduits are less than effective.

NSF and many other federally funded research programs rely on program officers
for ongoing communication between distributed programs and national program
administrators. To be effective as the primary top-down and bottom-up information
conduits, program officers must receive training in program evaluation and
administration, and must have backgrounds in the technical disciplines of the programs
with which they interact. Irrespective of whether NSGO relies on program officers to
serve as the primary information conduit, it is essential that some structure be in place to
serve this function. Effective program evaluation depends on the degree to which
assessment is normalized by the national office, based on the objectives and program
planning of individual programs rather than some preconceived standard. Because of
differences among individual programs (financial resources, talent pools with various
specialties, issues, approaches, geographic and demographic characteristics) and the
unique institutional environments, assessment should be tailored to take into account
program variability. The NSGO program officer could be the link between the NSGCP
and the individual program directors, providing the perspective for assessing program
effectiveness annually considering institutional characteristics.

ANNUAL AND PERIODIC ASSESSMENT PROCESSES AS INTEGRAL
ELEMENTS OF PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

Periodic program assessment within the NSGCP is intended to serve two related
purposes. The first, more narrow purpose, is to fulfill the congressional mandate to rank
programs for the competitive award of merit and bonus funds. The second purpose is to
identify areas for improvement in individual programs. These are related insofar as
competition for funds serves as an incentive to the individual programs to improve and
the periodic program assessment process provides information that can be used to direct
improvements where necessary. The periodic assessment process, as it has evolved,
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appears to be aimed disproportionately at the narrow goal of ranking programs and
distributing competitive funds. Although this is understandable given the congressional
mandate, an assessment process that is excessively geared toward ranking the programs
may do a poor job in other aspects of program improvement. For example, while the
episodic interactions between the NSGO and the programs may be sufficient for ranking,
it may not provide sufficient timely information for directing program improvements.
Similarly, the National Sea Grant Review Panel (NSGRP) has become overly concerned
with the periodic assessment process. All this implies that simply tinkering with the PAT
manual and eliminating discontinuities in the way in which competitive funds are
distributed will not solve the problem. For the program to improve—and, in particular,
for it to become and be perceived as a truly national program—there is need for more
individual Sea Grant programs involvement with the NSGO and there is a need for more
NSGO involvement with the individual Sea Grant programs. At the same time, the role of
the NSGRP in the assessment process needs to evolve. The extent to which the NSGRP
has become involved in the details of the periodic assessments is a reflection of the over-
reliance on these assessments. The Director of the National Sea Grant College
Program, in consultation with the National Sea Grant Review Panel, should work to
establish an independent body to carry out the periodic assessments under the
supervision of the National Sea Grant Review Panel. By removing itself from direct
involvement in the individual program assessments, the NSGRP will be better positioned
to comment on issues of broader significance to the overall program, including efforts by
NSGO and the individual Sea Grant directors to strengthen the partnership aspects of the
NSGCP. The NSGRP should continue to monitor the process closely, but should be
perceived as a neutral body whose sole function is to promote the effectiveness of the
program as a whole.

The purpose of program oversight and management is to ensure that the program
managers are aware of the array of activities that are being undertaken and to ensure that
program managers have a basis for program assessment so that resources can be managed
to improve the capacity and performance of program components. Strong program
oversight and management systems blend ongoing and annual assessment of program
activities and outcomes with periodic assessments that explore the long-term
effectiveness of programs and consider the summation of accomplishments, outcomes,
and impacts. In addition, a periodic assessment provides external validation of the annual
program assessment (Box 4.2 gives an example of another federal program, the Louis
Stokes Alliances for Minority Participation [LSAMP] grant program, with periodic
assessments and external reviews and illustrates a reverse review concept).

Although NSGCP has annual reporting requirements, ongoing interactions
between the NSGO and the individual Sea Grant programs, and a periodic program
assessment process, the information provided through the annual reports and ongoing
interactions between NSGO and individual programs could play a more prominent role in
the annual assessment of programs, and specifically, could provide information for
program oversight and management. Ongoing and annual assessments are essential for
effective program management. To effectively administer the program, the NSGO must
be aware of the activities and accomplishments of and opportunities and challenges faced
by the individual Sea Grant programs. The National Director cannot effectively convey
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information about these activities, accomplishments, opportunities, and challenges to
NOAA, DOC, or the Congress unless the information is readily available.

Box 4.2
Case Study: Program Review Processes in a
Competitive Grant Program:
Louis Stokes Alliances for Minority Participation

The objective of LSAMP, a program managed by NSF, is to increase the quality and
quantity of undergraduate baccalaureate recipients in the natural sciences, mathematics
engineering and technology, with particular focus on students underrepresented in these areas.
Each LSAMP project is administered through a five-year cooperative agreement between the
academic institution and the NSF. Although the awards of $2.5 to $5 million are for a full 5-year
cycle, the cooperative agreements are administered as five one-year contracts, with continuing
funding contingent on achieving satisfactory progress as determined by a three-part annual
evaluation.

The program review and evaluation process of LSAMP programs shares some
commonalities with Sea Grant’s evaluation process. In both, an outside panel of experts conducts
a site visit and reports its findings and recommendations based on an assessment of the
effectiveness of each activity in supporting program goals. However, unlike the Sea Grant
program assessments, the site visits for LSAMP programs are conducted annually and only
represent one part of the program review process. In addition to the annual site visit, the annual
evaluation process for LSAMP programs includes an annual report and a reverse site visit
(LSAMP program officers visit NSF). The NSF reviews the results of all three components of the
evaluation, in toto, before deciding whether the next year of funding should be awarded. This
enables the agency to terminate projects that fail to achieve agreed upon goals. The NSF assigns
a single program officer to the LSAMP program whose sole responsibilities are the administration
of LSAMP projects. The program officer serves as chair of the annual site visit team.

The LSAMP site visits are short—one to two days—and focus on assessing the
effectiveness of new outcomes that would not have occurred in the absence of allocated
resources. Similarly to the Sea Grant process, the site visits follow standardized protocols and
assess performance relative to well-defined criteria, including degree production and enroliment
data, expenditures of NSF and non-federal matching funds, and programmatic activities. Site visit
teams focus on (1) pre-activity status; (2) post-activity results; and (3) net changes as they relate
to enrollment, retention, and degree production goals. Unlike the Sea Grant PATs, the LSAMP
site review teams do not produce a report that reifies performance into a single numeric rating,
but instead the review team provides a report that discusses strengths and weaknesses of the
program.

The LSAMP annual reports, the second component of the annual review process, follow
a template defined by NSF. While these reports provide flexibility for programs to report on a wide
variety of activities, the template prescribes inclusion of standardized metrics, the “Minimum
Obligatory Set” (MOS), which include key performance indicators. The MOS data are used to
track program performance through time and make inter-project comparisons. Unlike Sea Grant,
project rankings are not a part of the evaluation process.

At the reverse site visits, the third component of the annual evaluation process, each
LSAMP program participates in a one-hour review at NSF headquarters with the program officer
and other NSF administrators. These (individual) sessions consist of a brief presentation by the
LSAMP program team followed by a discussion of data reported in the program’s annual report
and the findings and recommendations of the site visit team. All reverse site visits are scheduled
during a single week, so that all programs can be evaluated within the same period of time.
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As recommended in Chapter 3, performance metrics are needed that can be
readily validated, and that can assess the quality and significance of program activities,
outcomes, and impacts. If the annual reports describe activities, outcomes, and impacts
in terms of the same metrics that form a basis for the periodic PAT reviews, then the
annual ranking of the individual Sea Grant programs could be based on a combination of
information submitted in the annual reports, information available to the NSGO through
other reporting requirements, and interactions between NSGO representatives and the
individual Sea Grant programs, augmented by the PAT reports and the individual
program directors’ responses to the PAT reports. By viewing the PAT report as only one,
albeit important, source of information feeding into program assessment, concerns about
the asynchronicity of periodic assessments will be lessened. At the same time, more fully
incorporating the annual reports and other ongoing information (communicated via
miscellaneous documentation, emails, phone conversations, general site visits by the
program officer, and program interactions) regarding program activities and progress,
will ensure that the annual ranking is based on the most recent information about each
individual program.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING
PROGRAM OVERSIGHT AND MANAGEMENT

As discussed in Chapter 3, the periodic assessment process, as currently carried out
during PAT site visits and NSGO Final Evaluation Review (FE), will require some
modification to increase its reliability and credibility for the purposes of rating and
ranking individual programs in a manner that will support the distribution of merit and
bonus funding. The more important issue identified her, is the need to fit periodic
assessment into the larger effort to continually improve and enhance how periodic
assessment should fit into a larger effort to continually improve and enhance the overall
program as it strives to provide “an appropriately balanced response to local, regional,
and national needs”(P.L. 107-289) is needed.

Sea Grant Program Administration

Since the 1994 report, the NSGCP has significantly improved the structure of its
management and oversight processes. The improvements include a stronger strategic
planning process, decentralized and professional review of project proposals, and a robust
program review process. Altogether, the NSGCP oversight processes include annual
allocation of federal funds (base, merit, bonus, national initiative, special projects),
periodic reviews of national and individual Sea Grant program processes and outcomes
(PAT visits and reports, certification reviews for aspirant and deficient programs), regular
monitoring of national and individual Sea Grant programs (annual reporting, interactions
with program officers), and the development, approval, and implementation of strategic
plans at the national and individual Sea Grant program levels. In practice, however, many
elements of NSGCP’s program oversight system have atrophied and program oversight
has essentially been reduced to the PAT site visits and the ratings and report that derive
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from the PAT visits. This overreliance on periodic review of outcomes and impacts fails
to provide timely, ongoing feedback to the NSGO throughout the review cycle and
diminishes the effectiveness of program oversight. The Director of the National Sea
Grant College Program should ensure that program administration carried out by
the National Sea Grant Office makes full and consistent use of annual reporting,
frequent and meaningful interactions with individual Sea Grant programs by
National Sea Grant Office program officers, and the development, approval, and
implementation of strategic plans to monitor and assess the performance of the
individual Sea Grant programs on an ongoing basis. Reverse site visits (see LSAMP
case study, Box 4.2) appear to be a viable mechanism for connecting individual Sea
Grant program directors with program officers and NSGCP administrators, and would
likely provide an opportunity for the National Director to evaluate the nature of the
relationships between NSGO staff and the individual Sea Grant programs, and for
collective discussion of near-term planning and information exchange. The intent of the
reverse site visit suggested here is to ensure that the NSGO is responsive to its state and
local partners; the reverse site visit should not be used as a substitute for NSGO program
officer visits to individual Sea Grant programs.

Periodic program assessment is an important external check on the effectiveness
of both the individual Sea Grant programs and the NSGO’s ability to facilitate and
coordinate their efforts. The Director of the National Sea Grant College Program,
working with the National Sea Grant Review Panel, should redirect the focus from
periodic external Program Assessment Team reviews towards identifying areas and
mechanisms for improving the individual Sea Grant programs as well as the
National Sea Grant Office’s efforts to facilitate and coordinate program efforts.
External, periodic review thus can provide an independent snapshot of program
performance in areas assessed annually by the NSGO. The Director of the National Sea
Grant College Program, in consultation with the National Sea Grant Review Panel,
should create a process for determining the underlying causes of disagreement for
instances where a Program Assessment Team review appears to reach conclusions
at odds with the most recent annual assessment provided by the National Sea Grant
Office.

Role of the National Sea Grant Office

The National Sea Grant Office (NSGO) does not currently play a sufficient role in
ongoing program assistance, monitoring, communication, and assessment, nor does it
maintain close ongoing working relationships with the individual Sea Grant programs.
There were more interactions and better relationships between the NSGO and the
individual Sea Grant programs prior to 1995. As noted in Duce et al. (2002), closer and
more frequent interaction with NSGO would help integrate individual Sea Grant
programs into the National Program. In order to effectively administer the Sea Grant
program, the Director of the National Sea Grant College Program should take
steps: to ensure that sufficient qualified staff are available to interact with the
individual Sea Grant programs, to ensure effective two-way communication, and to
monitor and assess program performance on an ongoing basis.
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Strategic Planning Process

Strategic planning is key to effective management and oversight of the individual Sea
Grant programs. Strategic planning is not well integrated into the NSGCP despite the fact
that strategic plans are a specific criterion in the program assessment process. Sea Grant
program strategic plans do not reflect active collaboration between the NSGO, the
individual Sea Grant program, and the institutional representative. Many individual Sea
Grant programs have strategic plans but the quality varies widely. Some programs still do
not have a strategic plan. Although some programs submit their strategic plans to the
NSGO, those plans are neither formally reviewed nor approved by the NSGO except as
part of the PAT. Each individual Sea Grant program, in collaboration with its local
network and the National Sea Grant Office, should develop an appropriately
ambitious, high quality strategic plan that meets local and institutional needs while
simultaneously reflecting the individual program’s role in addressing the regional
and national needs identified in the strategic plans of NOAA and National Sea
Grant College Program. The plan should include clearly articulated goals tailored to
the individual program that can form the basis of annual and periodic performance
evaluation. In other words, the benchmarks of performance in each area should be jointly
developed by the NSGO and the individual Sea Grant program, and incorporated into the
strategic plan of each program, through a process separate from either the annual or
periodic performance evaluation. Coordination between the individual SG program
director and the NSGO on strategic planning can also provide the NSGO with feedback
on local trends and shifts in local and regional perspectives, which could improve the
content of future NSGCP strategic plans. The Director of the National Sea Grant
College Program, in consultation with National Sea Grant Review Panel, should
formally review and approve each individual strategic plan. The approved strategic
plan would then serve as the basis for annual and periodic evaluation of the performance
of each program, with the accomplishment of objectives identified in the strategic plan
constituting effective performance.

Increasing Reliability and Transparency of Annual
and Periodic Assessment

Periodic assessment should be based on the same criteria as ongoing annual
program assessment. Program attributes, activities, outcomes, and impacts that are
sufficiently important to warrant annual or ongoing assessment are important enough to
evaluate on a periodic basis. Review material prepared for the periodic review should be
a compilation of the annual reports, book-ended by material that demonstrates the extent
to which the annual activities combine to form a cohesive, ongoing program of activity
organized to accomplish the objectives of an appropriately ambitious set of strategic
plans and demonstrating effective progress towards accomplishment of the goals and
objectives identified in those strategic plans.

Currently, the individual Sea Grant programs are ranked each year at the
conclusion of the FE review. However, only one quarter are actually rated in a given

71

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.


http://www.nap.edu/catalog/11670.html

year (those that underwent a PAT review in the previous calendar year), thus the rankings
change only in as much as the ratings for one-quarter of the programs changed in a given
year. Thus the rankings reflect ratings that are as much as three years out of date for one
quarter of the programs, and three-quarters of the rating are at least one year out of date.
The frequency of periodic assessment (once every 4 years) and the number of programs
reviewed in a given year (one quarter) is thus insufficient to support meaningful annual
rankings of the programs as required by Congress. The Director of the National Sea
Grant College Program, in consultation with the National Sea Grant Review Panel
and the directors of the individual Sea Grant programs, should modify the NSGO
Final Evaluation review process so that every individual Sea Grant program is rated
and ranked each year. The rating (and subsequent ranking) should be based on an
assessment of each program’s progress for the reporting year based on annual
reports of activities, outcomes, and impacts in the context of the unique strategic
plans approved for each program. This is referred to as “Annual Assessment” in the
Summary and Chapter 5, and is different from the current FE process.

Finally, as the functions of the annual and periodic assessments evolve, they will
provide different and independent sources of information about the state of the program
as a whole. This information should provide important insights about the status of the
Sea Grant program overall to the Secretary of Commerce, the National Director, and
potentially Congress. Thus, there is a need to synthesize and analyze the results of these
assessments every four years, including a synthesis of the most recent periodic reviews of
the individual programs and a systematic review of the NSGO. Developing such a “state
of the program” report would seem to be an obvious role for the NSGRP. The Director
of the National Sea Grant College Program, acting under authority of the Secretary,
should direct the National Sea Grant Review Panel to undertake the development of
a systematic review of the “state of the Sea Grant program” once every four years.
The review should rely extensively on information collected during the annual and
periodic assessments, augmented with a site visit to the National Sea Grant Office,
and should focus on how the program is functioning as a whole. In addition to
commenting on the how the program is performing in terms of the various criteria used
during the assessments, the “state of the program” report could identify needed changes
in program administration, conduct of the assessment process, or other areas as deemed
valuable by the Secretary of Commerce or the National Director. The ability of the
NSGRP to be seen as a credible source of such insight and advice to all parties may
require that the NSGRP role in carrying out some components of the assessment may
need to evolve. For example, greater consideration could be given to changing the
NSGRP role to that of an observer, rather than the actual evaluator during the periodic
assessments.
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5

Major Findings and Recommendations

As pointed out in the previous chapters, the role of peer review and assessment
within the National Sea Grant College Program (NSGCP or National Program) has
evolved significantly since the program’s inception, with many changes taking place
since 1994. Collectively, there is evidence that these changes have led to a stronger
program, although not all of the changes have been equally effective. In general, this
report’s analysis of efforts to “address the impact of the new procedures and evaluation
process on Sea Grant as a whole” (see Box 1.2) suggests that changes in the evaluation
process have been more successful in instituting competition as a mechanism for
encouraging improvement in individual programs than in developing a national program
that “provides an appropriately balanced response to local, regional, and national needs”
(33 U.S.C. 1123). The following discussion summarizes the evolution of the evaluation
process and makes recommendations for bringing greater balance to the evaluation
process with regard to both appropriately directed competition and development of a
robust national program whose foundation is the network of local programs created and
maintained by individual Sea Grant colleges and institutes and administered by the
National Sea Grant Office (NSGO).

IMPACT OF CHANGES IN RESPONSE TO THE 1994 REPORT

Following the 1994 NRC report A Review of the NOAA National Sea Grant
College Program, the National Director instituted a number of changes in the way the
program was evaluated. Although it might be tempting to assume that simple quantitative
measures such as publication counts would be useful, the value is marginal unless the
collection and analysis of the information is carried out in a comprehensive manner. In
order to carry out a direct assessment of the impacts of these changes on both the NSGCP
and the individual Sea Grant programs, it would be necessary to conduct an independent
assessment of the program, compare it to a similar pre-1994 assessment, and determine
which differences are attributable to the changes related to the 1994 report. Even if it
were possible to conduct such an exercise, doing so would be beyond the resources
available during this study. There is, however, indirect evidence that the changes
instituted after 1994 have strengthened the program.
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First, one of the key recommendations of the 1994 report was to establish a
process for strategic planning. Such a process was, in fact, established and most of the
individual Sea Grant programs have produced strategic plans. As discussed below,
strategic planning within the NSGCP still needs to be improved, but on prima facie
grounds, the adoption of a formal strategic planning process is an improvement over
earlier practice.

Second, the current Sea Grant directors were asked whether the new evaluation
process has led to improvements in their programs. The response was substantially in the
affirmative. These responses cannot be taken as objective indicators of the effect of the
new evaluation processes and must be interpreted with caution. On the other hand, the
directors are by no means enthusiastic about all the details of the new process and were
not reluctant to reveal this, so one might reasonably conclude that their responses to this
particular question provide some useful information.

Third, other management practices employed by individual programs have
demonstrably improved in direct response to periodic evaluation. These improvements
include, but are not limited to, an enhanced relationship within the university
administration, better internal reporting and accountability, a focus on documenting
impacts and outcomes, and an awareness of long- and short-term goals. The prestige of
the individual program is often increased by the visiting PAT members, leading to
improved visibility and appreciation of the individual program within the administration
of the home institution. In at least one case, the PAT report provided the necessary
justification for creation of a full-time position to expand program efforts in education
and outreach. The process of gathering materials necessary for a PAT visit also brought
about increased effort for documenting impacts and outcomes. Many individual programs
noted that the second visit was easier because they not only had an awareness of what
materials were needed for the briefing books, but also had the opportunity to gather these
materials during the years prior to the visit. In addition, the requirement (as mentioned
above) to develop a strategic plan clearly aided the programs in terms of focusing the
staff on goals, objectives, strategies, and outcomes. These responses from the individual
program directors were tempered with concerns about the process and some of the
directors questioned if any of the acknowledged improvements were worth the expense
and time that were invested in preparing for and hosting a PAT visit.

Finally, several members of the committee have first-hand, long-term experience
with the Sea Grant program and it is their considered opinion that the changes instituted
since 1994 have strengthened the program overall. As with the Sea Grant directors, the
opinions of even knowledgeable individuals cannot be taken as objective indicators. But
the unanimity of response to this issue—particularly in light of differences of opinions on
other issues—suggests that real improvements have been made.

Effectiveness of Post-1998 Evaluation
As discussed in Chapter 4 and above, the most readily identified improvements in
the NSGCP and the individual programs are directly attributable to administrative

changes implemented in response to the 1994 NRC report and codified by The National
Sea Grant College Program Reauthorization Act of 1998 (P.L. 105-160). The process
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subsequently established by the National Director and implemented by the NSGO to
evaluate program performance and distribute merit funds as required by The National Sea
Grant College Program Reauthorization Act of 2002 (P.L. 107-109) has also led to
improvements in the overall program. However, several areas of concern remain.

Perhaps the foremost concern about the Sea Grant evaluation process is the
reliance by the NSGO, working under the authority of the National Director, on periodic
external assessments as the primary, if not only, means of evaluation and oversight. The
periodic assessments are based largely on information collected during quadrennial visits
by PATs overseen by the National Sea Grant Review Panel (NSGRP). Because the
members of the PATs and the NSGRP are not federal employees, the preponderance of
program evaluation is external. As the level of routine engagement of the NSGO with
individual programs is rather low, reliance on external review reduces the federal
component of the partnership that is central to the Sea Grant program. The Director of
the National Sea Grant College Program, under supervision of the Secretary of
Commerce and in consultation with National Sea Grant Review Panel and the
individual Sea Grant programs, should strengthen the ability of the National Sea
Grant Office to carry out meaningful, ongoing internal assessment to complement
periodic, external assessment currently taking place. It is important to emphasize that
this implies no criticism of the individuals who have participated as members of the
PATs or the NSGRP, which operate in a highly professional and thorough manner.
Program administration by the NSGO should make better use of annual reporting and
regular interactions between the NSGO program officers and the directors of individual
Sea Grant programs and administrators of their home institutions. These interactions
should be centered on the development, approval, and implementation of strategic plans.
The periodic, external reviews should continue because they provide an important
opportunity to inject fresh perspectives and independent evaluation. Reverse site visits
(see the LSAMP case study; Box 4-2) should be considered a potential mechanism for
strengthening the connection between individual Sea Grant programs and the NSGO,
allowing the perspectives offered by the individual programs to better shape the national
and regional actions of the NSGO.

The reliance on the periodic assessments results in an unacceptable weighting of a
single factor—the quadrennial PAT score—during the annual ranking of separate
programs. The level of effort expended by all parties—the programs, the PAT members,
and the NSGO—in evaluating a single program is so great that only 7 or § of the 31
programs have been assessed in any single year. Because the programs are ranked on an
annual basis, the rankings are based on information that can be as much as 4 years out of
date. As discussed in Chapter 3, the administrative rules established by the National
Director (in partial response to P.L. 107-109) governing the distribution of merit funds,
creates a situation in which closely ranked programs can receive substantially different
awards (see Figure 3.4). The inherent subjectivity of the PAT evaluation, coupled with
questions of reliability rooted in the minimal overlap of PAT membership, means that the
PAT scores cannot be relied upon to discriminate the performance of different programs
in a sufficiently meaningful way to justify relatively large differences in merit awards.
While steps can and should be taken to further increase the reliability of the performance
assessment process to support the rating and ranking of the individual programs, many of
the changes proposed in this report may reduce the influence of the external periodic
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assessment process currently in use as a vehicle for identifying ways for the individual
programs and the NSGO to work together to achieve the goal of providing “an
appropriately balanced response to local, regional, and national needs” (33 U.S.C. 1123).
The remainder of this chapter explores a number of changes that may be made to improve
the overall value of program assessment within the Sea Grant program.

Strategic Planning

The importance of strategic planning in program development, implementation,
and evaluation was emphasized in the 1994 NRC report. Specifically, the report
recommended that “State Sea Grant Directors and the Director of the NSGO must
cooperate to develop a single strategic plan articulating a shared vision and strategies
which must be fully integrated into, and reflective of, NOAA’s strategic plan.” Although
strategic planning at the national level (as carried out by the NSGO) meets this
recommendation, the degree to which the national plan translates into action by
individual programs is unclear. As recommended by the U.S. Commission on Ocean
Policy, greater attention should be paid to regional scale issues. More effort is therefore
needed to ensure that all of the individual programs develop strategic plans that are
consistent with both national priorities and address issues of local and regional
importance. To ensure that strategic planning reflects a shared vision, NSGO program
officers should participate in the local strategic planning process, just as the directors of
individual Sea Grant programs now participate in the development of the national plan.
The strategic plan of each individual Sea Grant program should serve as the basis upon
which that program is evaluated. Steps should be taken by the Director of the
National Sea Grant College Program, under supervision of the Secretary of
Commerce and in consultation with National Sea Grant Review Panel and the
individual Sea Grant programs, to strengthen strategic planning at both the
national and individual program level. The strategic plans of the individual
programs and the national program should represent a coordinated and collective
effort to serve local, regional, and national needs. As discussed in Chapter 4, actions
by the National Director should include developing and implementing a process to assist
individual programs in strategic planning, and creating a separate process for evaluating
and approving appropriately ambitious strategic plans for the individual programs.

Performance Criteria

Performance criteria are a combination of quantitative and qualitative measures
used to assess a selected program or activity, the program outcomes, and, in some
instances, the system the program is intended to influence. In the case of assessing the
effectiveness and impacts of individual Sea Grant programs, this involves setting
benchmarks to describe the expected level of performance in a particular category (such
as program organization and management) and indicators to help assess the performance
of the individual program in that area. As discussed earlier, strategic planning is the
critical basis for implementation, review, and evaluation of institutional programs. Yet at
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present, the strategic plans of each program are reviewed only as part of the periodic
assessment of individual programs and concomitant with an assessment of the program’s
effectiveness in achieving the goals the plan describes. The Director of the National
Sea Grant College Program, under supervision of the Secretary of Commerce and
in consultation with National Sea Grant Review Panel and the individual Sea Grant
programs, should modify the benchmarks and indicators, as needed, to ensure that
the performance of each program is measured against the objectives outlined in the
separately approved, program specific strategic plan called for in the previous
recommendation.

In addition, the current Sea Grant evaluation criteria do not sufficiently recognize the
importance of individual programs in building cooperative efforts to address regional and
national scale problems. The existing benchmarks tend to encourage program development at
the local scale. Furthermore, the heavy emphasis on individual program performance in
determining merit and bonus allocations may have resulted in lower levels of cooperative
behavior between programs which now see themselves as pitted against one another.
Encouraging programs to undertake cooperative efforts to address regional-scale problems needs
to be incorporated into the evaluation process.

This call to modify the evaluation criteria to place greater weight on cooperative efforts is
not intended as a recommendation to increase the complexity of the criteria. In the current review
cycle (the assessment of all 30 programs over four years), 14 scored sub-criteria are considered
in four major categories. As a consequence, considerable time and effort is devoted to assigning,
and subsequently reviewing, a score in a criterion that may account for no more than 2 percent of
the overall score. The current subdivision into 14 scored sub-criteria was not recommended by
any of the major committees that have examined the process, nor is there evidence to suggest
that 14 scored sub-criteria provide a more accurate assessment of program performance than a
smaller number of less detailed criteria, as used in the first review cycle. The Director of the
National Sea Grant College Program, under supervision of the Secretary of Commerce and
in consultation with National Sea Grant Review Panel and the individual Sea Grant
programs, should substantially reduce the overall number of scored criteria by combining
various existing criteria, while adding cooperative, network-building activities as an
explicitly evaluated, highly valued criterion. As discussed in Chapter 3, consideration should
be given to reducing the number of scored criteria to be assessed in the next external, periodic
review cycle. Rather than the existing 14 sub-criteria, ranging in weight from 2 percent to 25
percent, 4 to 6 broader criteria—weighted to reflect a balance among the production of
meaningful results; outreach and education; planning; organization; management; and
coordination among programs—would move assessment efforts toward more holistic judgments
of program performance. Implementation of revised criteria should be postposed until the
beginning of the next cycle of program review (the current review cycle will conclude in late
2006).

Program Assessment Team and Site Visit

Focusing the PAT visit on essential evaluation tasks would reduce the demand
placed on PAT members and could allow members to participate in a larger number of
reviews (thereby increasing reliability across evaluations) and reduce the cost of program
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assessment. Historically, the length and content of the PAT visits was largely
determined through discussion between the director of the individual Sea Grant program
under review and the chair of the PAT team. Although the NSGCP has implemented
changes to provide greater standardization, many individual Sea Grant programs have
expressed concern that variability in program size (both in terms of geographic area
covered and program budget and scope) requires significant flexibility in the length of the
PAT visit and the amount of material provided to the PAT members.

No evidence was provided to substantiate concerns or claims that more complex (i.e.,
larger) programs required significantly longer PAT visits or greater volumes of supporting
material. There is no reason to believe that greater standardization in the types and volume of
information needed to characterize program performance would inappropriately handicap large
programs. With regard to standardization of supporting material, it should be noted that the
NSGO has made strides in the past year to reduce the amount and kinds of preparatory materials
for PAT review. New language was added to the 2005 PAT Manual in the section called “PAT
Preparation, Structure and Cost Control” that provides suggestions for ways to minimize costs of
the PAT visit, without reducing the PAT’s effectiveness (NSGO, 2005a). This report supports
these changes and suggests more of the same in the future. With regard to length of PAT visits,
to some degree concerns in this area reflect the lack of clarity regarding what constitutes
acceptable or exceptional performances in the various performance metrics used during the PAT
process. The Director of the National Sea Grant College Program, under supervision of the
Secretary of Commerce and in consultation with National Sea Grant Review Panel and the
individual Sea Grant programs, should shorten the duration and standardize the PAT site
visits, based on the minimum time and material needed to cover essential, standardized
elements of the program assessment. The length of the PAT visit should be no more than the
length of time needed to gather information and carry out a relatively uniform evaluation of all
the programs using the modified metrical evaluation called for above. Based on the committee’s
experience, the essential information could be conveyed in two days, with a third day used for
the PAT team to complete its assessment and report out to the director and institutional
representatives.

Providing Coordination and Facilitation Through
Informed, Ongoing Oversight

Greater involvement and ongoing oversight by the NSGO is needed to ensure that
the program as a whole continues to improve while addressing, local, regional and
national needs. Informed oversight is also needed to lend credibility to annual program
rankings and the allocation of merit and bonus funds. These two goals can be
simultaneously served by a meaningful ongoing annual evaluation process that
complements the periodic assessment carried out during the PAT review. Review
material prepared for the periodic review should be a compilation of the annual reports of
individual programs, supplemented by material that demonstrates the extent to which the
annual activities combine to form a cohesive, ongoing program of activity organized to
accomplish the objectives of an appropriately ambitious strategic plan and demonstrates
effective progress towards accomplishment of the strategic plan’s goals and objectives.
The Director of the National Sea Grant College Program, under supervision of the
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Secretary of Commerce, should rank the individual Sea Grant programs based on a
program evaluation process that includes more robust, credible, and transparent
annual assessments of each individual Sea Grant program. Assessment of programs
that have undergone periodic assessments in the preceding year should also include
consideration of the PAT reports and the individual Sea Grant program directors’
responses to the PAT reports. The additional effort required of individual Sea Grant
programs to provide information on an annual basis can be offset to a degree by reducing
the time required to prepare materials for the periodic review, if the majority of the
information required by the latter is made up of materials submitted annually.

Fairness in Competition

Program ranking is often believed to be influenced by program size, age of the
program, location, type of institutional administration linkages, term of the program
officer, etc. With the exception of the term of the program officer with particular
programs, statistical analysis failed to support these concerns. However, the current
process produces a very narrow range of program scores, such that minute differences in
assigned score may result in significant differences in the award of bonus funding. The
Director of the National Sea Grant College Program, under supervision of the
Secretary of Commerce, should revise the calculation of bonus funding allocation
relative to program rank to ensure that small differences in program rank do not
result in large differences in bonus funding, while preserving or even enhancing the
ability to competitively award bonus funds as required by the National Sea Grant
College Program Act Amendments of 2002 (P.L. 107-299). For example, as discussed
in Chapter 3, the bonus pool could be distributed to the top half of the programs in
proportion to the amount that each program’s score exceeds that of the median-ranked
program. Conversely, the amount of bonus funding could be increased uniformly by rank,
so that each program eligible for bonus funding received an amount in proportion to its
ranking.

Improving Program Cohesion

The NSGO does not currently play a sufficient role in ongoing program
assistance, communication, and assessment, nor does it maintain close ongoing working
relationships with the individual Sea Grant programs. This limits the ability of the
NSGO, and by extension the National Director, to “provide an appropriately balanced
response to local, regional, and national needs, which is reflective of integration with the
relevant portions of strategic plans of the Department of Commerce and of the
Administration.” There is a general consensus among NSGO personnel and the directors
of individual Sea Grant programs that there was a greater level of interaction between the
NSGO and the individual Sea Grant programs prior to 1995. The expansion of external
periodic review overseen by the NSGRP in partial response to successive amendments to
33 U.S.C. Chapter 22 has coincided with a reduced engagement by the NSGO in the
ongoing activities of individual Sea Grant programs. As noted in Duce et al. (2002),
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closer and more frequent interaction with NSGO would help integrate individual Sea
Grant programs and the national program.
This reduced level of engagement by the NSGO staff appears to reflect several
factors including:

¢ conflicting mandates to NSGO staff as part of broader efforts by NOAA to
integrate functions across the organization,

¢ less emphasis on maintaining a high-level of interaction with individual
programs by individual NSGO staff as individual programs assumed the
responsibility for review of grant applications,

e a greater emphasis on external review of individual program performance, and

¢ turnover of the personnel in the NSGO.

In order for the NSGO to more effectively administer the program and coordinate
and facilitate the efforts of the individual Sea Grant college and institutes, thus fulfilling
the federal role within the Sea Grant partnership, the capabilities of the NSGO should be
re-evaluated and likely enhanced. The Secretary of Commerce, in consultation with
the National Sea Grant Review Panel, should take steps to ensure that sufficient
human and fiscal resources are available to allow robust, ongoing, and meaningful
interaction among the Director of the National Sea Grant College Program, the staff
of the National Sea Grant Office, and the directors of individual Sea Grant
programs, and the administrators of the institutional homes of the individual Sea
Grant programs.

This interaction will provide a solid foundation for the annual performance
evaluation needed to annually rate and rank individual programs as required by law, and
will help ensure that the various elements of the National Program are truly capable of
providing “an appropriately balanced response to local, regional, and national needs,
which is reflective of integration with the relevant portions of strategic plans of the
Department of Commerce and of the Administration” (33 U.S.C. 1123). The Director of
the National Sea Grant College Program, under supervision of the Secretary of
Commerce and in consultation with National Sea Grant Review Panel and the
individual Sea Grant programs, should undertake an evaluation of how work force
capabilities and other components of effective program administration could be
modified within the National Sea Grant Office to enhance its ability to coordinate
and facilitate the actions of the individual Sea Grant programs. The implementation
of changes in the NSGO that might be proposed from an evaluation will likely span many
months or even years. In the interim, the performance of the NSGO could benefit from
the type of external perspectives provided by bodies such as the PATs or the NSGRP.
Site visits conducted by the PAT could provide a useful venue for such discussions and
the resulting information could be channeled to NSGRP for further consideration.

Based on comments received during information gathering meetings hosted by the
committee, written correspondence submitted in response to committee request, and
various NSGO and NSGRP documents, it is apparent that an unacceptable number of
individual Sea Grant program directors and their staff remain confused about key aspects
of the periodic evaluation process, the annual evaluation process, and their impacts on
program rankings and funding. Although responsibility for understanding this process
rests with the individual Sea Grant program directors, the NSGO has a responsibility to
make sure the process is reasonably straightforward and understandable. As discussed in
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Chapter 3, there should be greater attention and clarity regarding all aspects of program
assessment. The Director of the National Sea Grant College Program, under
supervision of the Secretary of Commerce, should take steps to ensure that the
program assessment process (both the new annual assessment called for in this
report and the Program Assessment Team review) is well-described and understood
by individual program directors, congressional staff, personnel at the Office of
Management and Budget, university and state administrators, and the general
public.

If the recommendations put forward above are implemented, the functions of the
annual and periodic assessments will evolve such that both will provide different and
independent sources of information about the state of the program as a whole. This
information should provide important insights about the state of Sea Grant program
overall to the Secretary of Commerce, the National Director, and potentially Congress.
Thus, there would seem to be a need to synthesize and analyze the results of these
assessments every four years, including a synthesis of the most recent periodic reviews of
the individual programs and a systematic review of the NSGO. Developing such a “state
of the program” report would seem to be an obvious role for the NSGRP. The Director
of the National Sea Grant College Program, acting under authority of the Secretary,
should direct the National Sea Grant Review Panel to undertake the development of
a systematic review of the “state of the Sea Grant program” once every four years.
The review should rely extensively on information collected during the annual and
periodic reviews, augmented with a site visit to the National Sea Grant Office, and
should focus on how the program is functioning as a whole. In addition to
commenting on the how the programs is performing in terms of the various criteria used
during the assessments, the “state of the program” report could address needed changes in
how the program is administered, how the assessment process is carried out, or other
areas as deemed valuable by the Secretary or the National Director. The ability of the
NSGRP to be seen as a credible source of such insight and advice to all parties may
require evolution of the role of NSGRP in carrying out some components of the
assessment. Greater consideration, for example, may need to be given to changing the
NSGRP role to that of an observer, rather than the actual evaluator, during the periodic
assessments.
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Appendix A

Committee and Staff Biographies

COMMITTEE

Dr. James M. Coleman (Chair) received his Ph.D. in geology from Louisiana State
University in 1966. He is the Boyd Professor for the Coastal Studies Institute of
Louisiana State University and Agricultural and Mechanical College. Dr. Coleman is a
former commissioner of the U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy, former chairman of the
Marine Board, and former member of the Ocean Studies Board. He has served on many
National Research Council committees. He is a member of the U.S. National Academy
of Engineering and the Russian Academy of Natural Sciences. His research interests
include coastal and marine processes and coastal management. He has received many
awards in his nearly 40-year scientific career, including the Kapitsa Medal of Honor for
his contributions to the field of petroleum sciences.

Mr. Robert J. Bailey earned his B.Sc. in earth science from Portland State University in
1968. He is manager of the Ocean and Coastal Services Division of the Oregon
Department of Land Conservation and Development, Oregon’s land-planning agency.
Some of his duties include: advising the Office of the Governor on matters of coastal and
ocean policy, and program administration; representing the State of Oregon’s coastal
zone management interests during collaborations with federal agencies; and
administering Oregon’s Coastal Zone Management grant program (federally funded
annually at $2 million). Mr. Bailey has also worked for several years as a land-use
planner. Currently, he is the elected commissioner of the City of Oregon City. From
2001-2003, he was a he member of the City of Oregon City Planning Commission.

Dr. Billy J. (B.J.) Copeland received a Ph.D. from Oklahoma State University in 1963.
He is Professor Emeritus in the Department of Zoology, North Carolina State University
(NCSU). During his tenure at NCSU, he also functioned as Director of the North
Carolina Sea Grant College from 1973—-1996. His research interests include coastal
ecology, water quality, habitat conservation, fisheries management, and natural resources
development and conservation. Dr. Copeland served on the NRC National Science
Foundation Graduate Panel on Biological Sciences. He has also served on numerous
boards, committees, task forces, and commissions in the area of coastal and marine water
quality and fisheries management. Aside from these activities, Dr. Copeland has
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authored roughly 150 articles, reports, book chapters and complete texts on matters
related to coastal ecology. Currently, he serves on the North Carolina Marine Fisheries
Commission.

Dr. Susan E. Cozzens received her Ph.D. in sociology from Columbia University. She is
Professor of Public Policy at the Georgia Institute of Technology, and Director of its
Technology Policy and Assessment Center. Dr. Cozzens has served on four NRC
committees, including the Committee for Assessment of Centers of Excellence Programs
at NIH and the Committee to Study the National Science Foundation Decisionmaking on
Major Awards. Dr. Cozzens is the author of numerous articles in science policy and
science and technology studies, and several books, including Social Control and Multiple
Discovery in Science: The Opiate Receptor Case (SUNY Press, 1990), and Theories of
Science in Society (co-editor with Thomas F. Gieryn; Indiana University Press, 1991).
She is past editor of both Science, Technology, & Human Values, and Society for Social
Studies of Science and current editor of Research Evaluation. Dr. Cozzens has served as a
consultant to numerous organizations, including the Office of Science and Technology
Policy, the National Science Foundation, and the National Institutes of Health. From
1995 through 1997, Dr. Cozzens was Director of the Office of Policy Support at the
National Science Foundation.

Dr. Keith R. Criddle received his Ph.D. in agricultural economics from the University
of California, Davis in 1989. He currently serves as a professor of economics at Utah
State University in Logan, Utah. He was previously on the faculty in the Department of
Economics at the University of Alaska Fairbanks. Dr. Criddle’s research focuses on the
intersection between the natural sciences and economics, especially the management of
living resources. In particular, Dr. Criddle has explored topics ranging from the economic
impact of sport fishing in Cook Inlet, Alaska to governance structures for fisheries
management. Other research areas include sustainable fisheries management, fishery
revenue maximizations, and evolution of the structure of the Chilean salmon aquaculture
industry in response to requirements for traceability and assurance. He served as the
associate editor of Marine Resource Economics from 1993-2003 and as a member of the
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council Scientific and Statistical Committee from
1993-present. Dr. Criddle was a member of the NRC Committee on the Introduction of
Nonnative Oysters in the Chesapeake Bay and on the NRC Committee to Review
Individual Fishing Quotas.

Dr. Eliezer Geisler earned his Ph.D. from Northwestern University. He is Professor and
Associate Dean at the Stuart Graduate School of Business of the Illinois Institute of
Technology. Dr. Geisler is a leading scholar of the management of research, science and
technology, and in knowledge management systems. He specializes in the management
of healthcare and medical technology. His research, published in eight books and over
100 scholarly articles, has contributed fundamental and innovative ideas that have
significantly influenced the study of technology, R&D, science and knowledge in
industry, universities and government, in the areas of technology alliances,
entrepreneurship, commercialization of research, and technology transfer. In particular,
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Dr. Geisler is a leading scholar in the development of metrics for the evaluation of
science and technology, and 4 of his books evaluate the impact of science.

Dr. Michael W. Howell earned his Ph.D. in marine science from the University of South
Carolina and his M.S. in oceanic science from the University of Michigan. He is an
associate professor at the University of South Florida, his research involves the use of
deep-sea sediments to understand ocean and climate history through geological time. The
paleoceanographic and paleoclimatic history of the Mediterranean Sea has been a major
focus area of this work. Dr. Howell currently serves on the State of South Carolina
Governor’s Mathematics and Science Advisory Board, the American Geological Institute
Minority Participation Program Advisory Committee, the Governing Board for the South
Carolina Alliance for Minority Participation, the American Geophysical Union’s
Subcommittee on Diversity, and the Industrial Liaison Panel of the Integrated Ocean
Drilling Program. Dr. Howell has served regularly on the National Science Foundation
Directorate for Education and Human Resources, with a concentration in the Division of
Elementary, Secondary, and Informal Education.

Mr. Richard C. Karney earned his B.Sc. in biological sciences from Rutgers University.
Since 1976, he has been Shellfish Biologist and Director of the Martha's Vineyard
Shellfish Group, Inc., a nonprofit consortium of the shellfish departments of six towns on
Martha's Vineyard. Prior to 1976, Mr. Karney worked for the Virginia Institute of Marine
Science. During his tenure at Martha’s Vineyard Shellfish Group, he has carried out a
successful community-based resource development program for the commercially
important shellfish species on Martha's Vineyard. Management efforts have concentrated
on the development of hatchery and field aquaculture methods for shellfish and the
operation of the nation's first public solar shellfish hatchery. In the mid 1990's, with a
$500,000 National Marine Fisheries Service grant, Mr. Karney conducted a shellfish
aquaculture retraining program for fishermen displaced by fishing closures on Georges
Bank. He is presently assisting the fishermen with marketing cultured oysters. Mr.
Karney is also Co-Chair of the National Shellfisheries Association Industry
Subcommittee and Co-Chair of the Southeast Massachusetts Aquaculture Center.

Dr. George I. Matsumoto received his Ph.D. in biological sciences from the University
of California, Los Angeles, in 1990. Since 1996, he has been the Senior Educational and
Research Specialist at the Monterey Bay Aquarium Research Institute (MBARI), Moss
Landing, California. Dr. Matsumoto’s research interests include open ocean and deep-sea
communities; ecology and biogeography of open ocean and deep sea organisms;
functional morphology, and natural history and behavior. In addition to research, his
other responsibilities include managing several education and outreach efforts including
collaborations with MBARI’s sister organization, the Monterey Bay Aquarium. Dr.
Matsumoto served on the Digital Library for Earth System Education (DLESE) Steering
Committee and the 2004 NSF Committee of Visitors for Geoscience Education and is
currently serving on the Centers for Ocean Sciences Education Excellence (COSEE)
National Advisory Board as well as Chair of the Ocean Research Interactive Observatory
Networks (ORION) Education and Public Awareness Committee.
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Dr. Joan Bray Rose received her Ph.D. in microbiology from the University of Arizona
in 1985, and an M.S. in microbiology from the University of Wyoming in 1980. She
joined the University of South Florida in April of 1989, first as associate and then full
professor, and then recently accepted the Homer Nowlin Endowed Chair in Water
Research at Michigan State University. Dr. Rose is an international expert in water
pollution microbiology, waterborne disease, and public policy and health policy issues.
Her research includes studies on waterborne diseases and microbial risk assessment. Her
prior NRC service includes membership on the Water Science and Technology Board and
the Board on Life Sciences and seven NRC committees. Dr. Rose is currently a member
of the Science Advisory Board of the International Great Lakes Commission, and served
as Vice Chair of the U.S. National Committee of the International Water Association
from 2002-2004.

Dr. Andrew R. Solow earned his Ph.D. in geostatistics from Stanford University in
1986. He is Senior Scientist and Director of the Marine Policy Center at Woods Hole
Oceanographic Institution. Dr. Solow’s research experience involves environmental
statistics, time-series analysis, spatial statistics, Bayesian methods, statistical biology, and
ecology. He has authored some 150 scientific publications on topics including biological
diversity, El Nifio, and empirical analysis of volcanic eruptions. Dr. Solow is a former
member of the NRC Commission on Geosciences, Environment, and Resources. He is
currently serving on the Committee to Review the U.S. Ocean Research Priorities Plan
and the Committee on Extending Observations and Research Results to Practical
Applications: A Review of NASA's Approach.

Dr. Fred N. Spiess received his Ph.D. in physics from the University of California,
Berkeley in 1951. He is currently a professor of oceanography, professor emeritus and
research professor at Scripps Institution of Oceanography, University of California, San
Diego. Dr. Spiess joined the Marine Physical Laboratory at Scripps in 1952 and began his
research career in underwater acoustics and sonar systems. His interests include ocean
engineering and related seagoing marine geophysics and graduate student education.
From 1980-1988, Dr. Spiess was director of the University of California Institute of
Marine Resources and was responsible for the administration of the California Sea Grant
Program. Dr. Spiess has been a member of the National Academy of Engineering since
1985 and a member of the Ocean Studies Board. He has served on several NRC
committees. Among other awards, Dr. Spiess holds the American Geophysical Union
Ewing Medal and the Acoustical Society of America's Pioneers of Underwater Acoustics
Medal.

NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL STAFF
Dr. Dan Walker joined the National Research Council's Ocean Studies Board (OSB) as
a program officer in July of 1995 and was named a National Academies' Scholar in 2005.
Dr. Walker received his Ph.D. in Geology from the University of Tennessee in 1990.

Prior to joining the OSB, Dan conducted research focused on the tectonic evolution of
rifted continental margins, with an emphasis on natural resource (oil and gas)
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development and low-level radioactive waste disposal. Since joining the OSB, Dan has
staffed nearly two dozen NRC studies, including Earth Science and Applications from
Space, Protecting and Restoring Coastal Louisiana, Evaluating the Sea Grant Review
Process, Understanding Oil Spill Dispersants: Efficacy and Effects; Oil in the Sea IlI:
Inputs, Fates, and Effects; Future Needs in Deep Submergence Science: Occupied and
Unoccupied Vehicles in Basic Ocean Research,; Environmental Information for Naval
Warfare; Clean Coastal Waters: Understanding and Reducing the Effect of Nutrient
Pollution; Science for Decisionmaking: Coastal and Marine Geology at the U.S.
Geological Survey; Global Ocean Science: Toward an Integrated Approach. Dr. Walker
also directs the board’s Engineering and Technology Subcommittee. Dr. Walker is also a
guest investigator at the Marine Policy Center of the Woods Hole Oceanographic
Institution and the Editor of the Marine Technology Society Journal.

Dr. Jennifer Merrill was a Senior Program Officer at the Ocean Studies Board from
2001 to 2005. She received her Ph.D. in Marine and Estuarine Environmental Science
from the University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science, Horn Point
Laboratory. Dr. Merrill served as a NOAA Knauss Marine Policy Fellow in the office of
Senator Carl Levin, lectured at University of Maryland, and worked as a project manager
at Maryland Sea Grant. At the OSB she directed studies that produced the reports Marine
Biotechnology in the Twenty-first Century: Problems, Promise, and Products (2002),
Ocean Noise and Marine Mammals (2003), Exploration of the Seas: Voyage into the
Unknown (2003), and Marine Mammal Populations and Ocean Noise: Determining when
noise causes biologically significant effects. Dr. Merrill also assisted with Oil in the Sea
1II: Inputs, Fates, and Effects, and A Review of the Activities Authorized under the
Methane Hydrates Research and Development Act of 2000. She is currently directing a
study reviewing the impact of new review procedures of the National Sea Grant Program.
She also serves as the OSB staff contact for ICSU's Scientific Committee on Oceanic
Research.

Ms. Amanda L. Babson was a National Academies Christine Mirzayan Science and
Technology Policy Fellow at the Ocean Studies Board. Ms. Babson expects to be
awarded her Ph.D.in Oceanography from the University of Washington in 2006. Ms.
Babson received her B.A. in Physics from Carleton College in 1998.

Ms. Nancy Caputo is a research associate at the Ocean Studies Board, where she has
worked since 2001. Ms. Caputo received an M.P.P. (Master of Public Policy) from the
University of Southern California, and a B.A. in political science/international relations
from the University of California at Santa Barbara. Her interests include marine policy,
science, and education. During her tenure with OSB, Ms. Caputo has assisted with the
completion of seven reports: 4 Review of the Florida Keys Carrying Capacity Study
(2002); Emulsified Fuels—Risks and Response (2002); Decline of the Steller Sea Lion in
Alaskan Waters—Untangling Food Webs and Fishing Nets (2003); Enabling Ocean
Research in the 21st Century: Implementation of a Network of Ocean Observatories
(2003); River Basins and Coastal Systems Planning Within the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (2004); Charting the Future of Methane Hydrate Research in United States
(2004); Dynamic Changes in Marine Ecosystems: Fishing, Food Webs, and Future
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Options (2006). She is also the assistant editor of Oceanography, the professional
magazine of The Oceanography Society.

90

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.


http://www.nap.edu/catalog/11670.html

ARS
CRIS
CSREES
DOC
FE
LSAMP
MOS
NIH
NRI
NSF
NSGCP
NSGO
NSGRP
NOAA
NRC
OAR
OMB
PA
PAT

PI

PO
RFP

SG
SMET
STAR
USC
USDA
WHOI

Appendix B

List of Acronyms

Agricultural Research Service

Current Research Information System

Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Service
United States Department of Commerce

National Sea Grant Office Final Evaluation Review
Louis Stokes Alliances for Minority Participation
Minimum Obligatory Set

National Institutes of Health

National Research Initiative (at USDA)

National Science Foundation

National Sea Grant College Program

National Sea Grant Office (at NOAA)

National Sea Grant Review Panel

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Research Council

Ocean and Atmospheric Research (at NOAA)
Office of Management and Budget (Federal)
Program Assessment

Program Assessment Team

Principal Investigator

Program Officer

Request for Proposal

Sea Grant

Natural sciences, mathematics, engineering and technology
Science to Achieve Results

University of Southern California

United States Department of Agriculture

Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution
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Appendix C

Key Sea Grant Legislation'

1. National Sea Grant College and Program Act of 1966 (Public Law 89-688)
2. National Sea Grant College Program Reauthorization Act of 1998 (Public Law 105-160)
3. National Sea Grant College Program Act Amendments of 2002 (Public Law 107-299)

"' See Appendix H for U.S. Code, Title 33, Chapter 22.
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National Sea Grant College and Program Act of 1966
Public Law 89-688
October 15, 1966 (H.R. 16559)

An Act to amend the Marine Resources and Engineering Development Act of 1966 to
authorize the establishment and operation of sea grant colleges and programs by initiating
and supporting programs of education and research in the various fields relating to the
development of marine resources, and for other purposes.

National Sea Grant College and Program Act of 1966. Ant.p.203 Be it enacted by the
Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress
assembled. That the Marine Resources and Engineering Development Act of 1966 is
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new Title:

Title II - Sea Grant Colleges and Program
Short Title

Sec. 202. The congress hereby finds and declares --

(a) that marine resources, including animal and vegetable life and mineral wealth,
constitute a far-reaching and largely untapped asset of immense potential significance to
the United States; and

(b) that it is in the national interest of the United States to develop the skilled manpower,
including scientists, engineers, and technicians, and the facilities and equipment
necessary for the exploitation of these resources; and

(c) that aquaculture, as with agriculture on land, and the gainful use of marine resources
can substantially benefit the United States, and ultimately the people of the world, by
providing greater economic opportunities, including expanded employment and
commerce; the enjoyment and use of our marine resources; new sources of food; and new
means for the development of marine resources; and

(d) that Federal support toward the establishment, development, and operation of
programs by sea grant colleges and Federal support of other sea grant programs designed
to achieve the gainful use of marine resources, offer the best means of promoting
programs toward the goals set forth in clauses (a), (b), and (c), and should be undertaken
by the Federal Government; and

(e) that in view of the importance of achieving the earliest possible institution of
significant national activities related to the development of marine resources, it is the
purpose of this title to provide for the establishment of a program of sea grant colleges
and education, training, and research in the fields of marine science, engineering and
related disciplines.
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The provisions of this title shall be administered by the National Science Foundation
Research programs, etc.

The Foundation shall exercise its authority under this title by initiating and supporting
programs at sea grant colleges and other suitable institutes, laboratories, and public or
private agencies for the education of participants in the various fields relating to the
development of marine resources with preference given to research aimed at practices,
techniques, and design of equipment applicable to the development of marine resources;
encouraging and developing programs consisting of instruction, practical demonstrations,
publications with the object of imparting useful information to persons currently
employed or interested in the various fields related to the development of marine
resources.

The term development of marine resources means scientific endeavors relating to the
marine environment, including but not limited to the fields oriented toward the
development, conservation, or economic utilization of the physical, chemical, geological
and biological resources of the marine environment, the fields of marine commerce and
marine engineering, the fields relating to exploration or research in, the recover of natural
resources from, and the transmission of energy in, the marine environment; the fields of
oceanography and oceanology and the fields with respect to the study of the economic,
legal, medical or sociological problems arising out of the management, use, development
recovery and control of the natural resources of the marine environment. The term marine
environment means the oceans, the Continental Shelf of the United States, the Great
Lakes, the seabed and subsoil of the submarine areas adjacent to the coasts of the United
States to the depth of two hundred meters or beyond that limit.

The term Sea Grant Program means any suitable public or private institution of higher
education conducting any activities of education, research and advisory services oriented

toward imparting information in fields related to the development of marine resources
supported by the Foundation.
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PUBLIC LAW 105-160—MAR. 6, 1998

Public Law 105-160
105th Congress
An Act

To reauthorize the Sea Grant Program.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States of America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “National Sea Grant College
Program Reauthorization Act of 1998”.

SEC. 2. AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL SEA GRANT COLLEGE PROGRAM
ACT.

Except as otherwise expressly provided, whenever in this Act
an amendment or repeal is expressed in terms of an amendment
or repeal to, or repeal of, a section or other provision, the reference
shall be considered to be made to a section or other provision
of the)National Sea Grant College Program Act (33 U.S.C. 1121
et seq.).

SEC. 3. FINDINGS.

(a) Section 202(a)(1) (33 U.S.C. 1121(a)(1)) is amended—
(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (D) and (E) as subpara-
graphs (E) and (F), respectively; and
(2) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the following:
“(D) encourage the development of forecast and analy-
sis systems for coastal hazards;”.

(b) Section 202(a)(6) (33 U.S.C. 1121(a)(6)) is amended by strik-
ing the second sentence and inserting the following: “The most
cost-effective way to promote such activities is through continued
and increased Federal support of the establishment, development,
and operation of programs and projects by sea grant colleges, sea
grant institutes, and other institutions.”.

SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS.

(a) Section 203 (33 U.S.C. 1122) is amended—
(1) in paragraph (3)—
(A) by striking “their university or” and inserting “his
or her”; and
(B) by striking “college, programs, or regional consor-
tium” and inserting “college or sea grant institute”;
(2) by striking paragraph (4) and inserting the following:
“(4) The term ‘field related to ocean, coastal, and Great
Lakes resources’ means any discipline or field, including marine
affairs, resource management, technology, education, or science,
which is concerned with or likely to improve the understanding,
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112 STAT. 22

PUBLIC LAW 105-160—MAR. 6, 1998

assessment, development, utilization, or conservation of ocean,
coastal, or Great Lakes resources.”;

(3) by redesignating paragraphs (5) through (15) as para-
graphs (7) through (17), respectively, and inserting after para-
graph (4) the following:

“(5) The term ‘Great Lakes’ includes Lake Champlain.

“(6) The term ‘institution’ means any public or private
institution of higher education, institute, laboratory, or State
or local agency.”;

(4) by striking “regional consortium, institution of higher
education, institute, or laboratory” in paragraph (11) (as
redesignated) and inserting “institute or other institution”; and

(5) by striking paragraphs (12) through (17) (as redesig-
nated) and inserting after paragraph (11) the following:

“(12) The term ‘project’ means any individually described
activity in a field related to ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes
resources involving research, education, training, or advisory
?ell'\éices administered by a person with expertise in such a
ield.

“(13) The term ‘sea grant college’ means any institution,
or any association or alliance of two or more such institutions,
designated as such by the Secretary under section 207 (33
U.S.C. 1126) of this Act.

“(14) The term ‘sea grant institute’ means any institution,
or any association or alliance of two or more such institutions,
designated as such by the Secretary under section 207 (33
U.S.C. 1126) of this Act.

“(15) The term ‘sea grant program’ means a program of
research and outreach which is administered by one or more
sea grant colleges or sea grant institutes.

“(16) The term ‘Secretary’ means the Secretary of Com-
merce, acting through the Under Secretary of Commerce for
Oceans and Atmosphere.

“(17) The term ‘State’ means any State of the United States,
the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the Commonwealth
of the Mariana Islands, or any other territory or possession
of the United States.”.

(b) The Act is amended—

(1) in section 209(b) (33 U.S.C. 1128(b)), as amended by
this Act, by striking “, the Under Secretary,”; and

(2) by striking “Under Secretary” every other place it
appears and inserting “Secretary”.

SEC. 5. NATIONAL SEA GRANT COLLEGE PROGRAM.
Section 204 (33 U.S.C. 1123) is amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 204. NATIONAL SEA GRANT COLLEGE PROGRAM.

“(a) PROGRAM MAINTENANCE.—The Secretary shall maintain
within the Administration a program to be known as the national
sea grant college program. The national sea grant college program
shall be administered by a national sea grant office within the
Administration.

“(b) PROGRAM ELEMENTS.—The national sea grant college pro-
gram shall consist of the financial assistance and other activities
ailthorized in this title, and shall provide support for the following
elements—
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“(1) sea grant programs which comprise a national sea
grant college program network, including international projects
conducted within such programs;

“(2) administration of the national sea grant college pro-
gram and this title by the national sea grant office, the Adminis-
tration, and the panel;

“(3) the fellowship program under section 208; and

“(4) any national strategic investments in fields relating
to ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources developed with
the approval of the panel, the sea grant colleges, and the
sea grant institutes.

“(c) RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE SECRETARY.—

“(1) The Secretary, in consultation with the panel, sea
grant colleges, and sea grant institutes, shall develop a long-
range strategic plan which establishes priorities for the national
sea grant college program and which provides an appropriately
balanced response to local, regional, and national needs.

“(2) Within 6 months of the date of enactment of the
National Sea Grant College Program Reauthorization Act of
1998, the Secretary, in consultation with the panel, sea grant
colleges, and sea grant institutes, shall establish guidelines
related to the activities and responsibilities of sea grant colleges
and sea grant institutes. Such guidelines shall include require-
ments for the conduct of merit review by the sea grant colleges
and sea grant institutes of proposals for grants and contracts
to be awarded under section 205, providing, at a minimum,
for standardized documentation of such proposals and peer
review of all research projects.

“(3) The Secretary shall by regulation prescribe the quali-
fications required for designation of sea grant colleges and
sea grant institutes under section 207.

“(4) To carry out the provisions of this title, the Secretary
may—

“(A) appoint, assign the duties, transfer, and fix the
compensation of such personnel as may be necessary, in
accordance with civil service laws;

“(B) make appointments with respect to temporary and
intermittent services to the extent authorized by section
3109 of title 5, United States Code;

“(C) publish or arrange for the publication of, and
otherwise disseminate, in cooperation with other offices
and programs in the Administration and without regard
to section 501 of title 44, United States Code, any informa-
tion of research, educational, training or other value in
fields related to ocean, coastal, or Great Lakes resources;

“(D) enter into contracts, cooperative agreements, and
other transactions without regard to section 5 of title 41,
United States Code;

“(E) notwithstanding section 1342 of title 31, United
States Code, accept donations and voluntary and
uncompensated services;

“(F) accept funds from other Federal departments and
agencies, including agencies within the Administration, to
pay for and add to grants made and contracts entered
into by the Secretary; and

“(G) promulgate such rules and regulations as may
be necessary and appropriate.
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“(d) DIRECTOR OF THE NATIONAL SEA GRANT COLLEGE PRrO-
GRAM.—

“(1) The Secretary shall appoint, as the Director of the
National Sea Grant College Program, a qualified individual
who has appropriate administrative experience and knowledge
or expertise in fields related to ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes
resources. The Director shall be appointed and compensated,
without regard to the provisions of title 5, United States Code,
governing appointments in the competitive service, at a rate
payable under section 5376 of title 5, United States Code.

“(2) Subject to the supervision of the Secretary, the Director
shall administer the national sea grant college program and
oversee the operation of the national sea grant office. In addi-
tion to any other duty prescribed by law or assigned by the
Secretary, the Director shall—

“(A) facilitate and coordinate the development of a
long-range strategic plan under subsection (c)(1);

“(B) advise the Secretary with respect to the expertise
and capabilities which are available within or through the
national sea grant college program and encourage the use
of such expertise and capabilities, on a cooperative or other
basis, by other offices and activities within the Administra-
tion, and other Federal departments and agencies;

“(C) advise the Secretary on the designation of sea
grant colleges and sea grant institutes, and, if appropriate,
on dthe termination or suspension of any such designation;
an

“(D) encourage the establishment and growth of sea
grant programs, and cooperation and coordination with
other Federal activities in fields related to ocean, coastal,
and Great Lakes resources.

“(3) With respect to sea grant colleges and sea grant
institutes, the Director shall—

“(A) evaluate the programs of sea grant colleges and
sea grant institutes, using the priorities, guidelines, and
qualifications established by the Secretary;

“(B) subject to the availability of appropriations, allo-
cate funding among sea grant colleges and sea grant
institutes so as to—

“(i) promote healthy competition among sea grant
colleges and institutes;

“(i1) encourage successful implementation of sea
grant programs; and

“(111) to the maximum extent consistent with other
provisions of this Act, provide a stable base of funding
for sea grant colleges and institutes; and

“(C) ensure compliance with the guidelines for merit
review under subsection (¢)(2).”.

SEC. 6. REPEAL OF SEA GRANT INTERNATIONAL PROGRAM.

Section 3 of the Sea Grant Program Improvement Act of 1976
(33 U.S.C. 1124a) is repealed.

SEC. 7. SEA GRANT COLLEGES AND SEA GRANT INSTITUTES.

Section 207 (33 U.S.C. 1126) is amended to read as follows:
“SEC. 207. SEA GRANT COLLEGES AND SEA GRANT INSTITUTES.

“(a) DESIGNATION.—
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“(1) A sea grant college or sea grant institute shall meet
the following qualifications—

“(A) have an existing broad base of competence in
fields related to ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources;

“B) make a long-term commitment to the objective
in section 202(b), as determined by the Secretary;

“(C) cooperate with other sea grant colleges and
institutes and other persons to solve problems or meet
needs relating to ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources;

“(D) have received financial assistance under section
205 of this title (33 U.S.C. 1124),

“(E) be recognized for excellence in fields related to
ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources (including
marine resources management and science), as determined
by the Secretary; and

“(F) meet such other qualifications as the Secretary,
in consultation with the panel, considers necessary or
appropriate.

“(2) The Secretary may designate an institution, or an
association or alliance of two or more such institutions, as
a sea grant college if the institution, association, or alliance—

“(A) meets the qualifications in paragraph (1); and

“(B) maintains a program of research, advisory serv-
ices, training, and education in fields related to ocean,
coastal, and Great Lakes resources.

“(3) The Secretary may designate an institution, or an
association or alliance of two or more such institutions, as
a sea grant institute if the institution, association, or alliance—

“(A) meets the qualifications in paragraph (1); and

“(B) maintains a program which includes, at a mini-
mum, research and advisory services.

“(b) EXISTING DESIGNEES.—Any institution, or association or
alliance of two or more such institutions, designated as a sea
grant college or awarded institutional program status by the Direc-
tor prior to the date of enactment of the National Sea Grant
College Program Reauthorization Act of 1998, shall not have to
reapply for designation as a sea grant college or sea grant institute,
respectively, after the date of enactment of the National Sea Grant
College Program Reauthorization Act of 1998, if the Director deter-
mines that the institution, or association or alliance of institutions,
meets the qualifications in subsection (a).

“(c) SUSPENSION OR TERMINATION OF DESIGNATION.—The Sec-
retary may, for cause and after an opportunity for hearing, suspend
or terminate any designation under subsection (a).

“(d) DuUTIES.—Subject to any regulations prescribed or guide-
lines established by the Secretary, it shall be the responsibility
of each sea grant college and sea grant institute—

“(1) to develop and implement, in consultation with the
Secretary and the panel, a program that is consistent with
the guidelines and priorities established under section 204(c);
and

“(2) to conduct a merit review of all proposals for grants
and contracts to be awarded under section 205.”.

SEC. 8. SEA GRANT REVIEW PANEL.

(a) Section 209(a) (33 U.S.C. 1128(a)) is amended by striking
the second sentence.
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(b) Section 209(b) (33 U.S.C. 1128(b)) is amended—

(1) by striking “The Panel” and inserting “(b) DUTIES.—
The panel”;

(2) by striking “and section 3 of the Sea Grant College
Program Improvement Act of 1976” in paragraph (1); and

(3) by striking “regional consortia” in paragraph (3) and
inserting “institutes”.

(c) Section 209(c) (33 U.S.C. 1128(c)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking “college, sea grant regional
consortium, or sea grant program” and inserting “college or
sea grant institute”; and

(2) by striking paragraph (5)(A) and inserting the following:

“(A) receive compensation at a rate established by the

Secretary, not to exceed the maximum daily rate payable

under section 5376 of title 5, United States Code, when

actually engaged in the performance of duties for such
panel; and”.

SEC. 9. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) GRANTS, CONTRACTS, AND FELLOWSHIPS.—Section 212(a) (33
U.S.C. 1131(a)) is amended to read as follows:
“(a) AUTHORIZATION.—
“(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be appropriated
to carry out this Act—
“(A) $56,000,000 for fiscal year 1999;
“B) $57,000,000 for fiscal year 2000;
“(C) $58,000,000 for fiscal year 2001;
“D) $59,000,000 for fiscal year 2002; and
“(E) $60,000,000 for fiscal year 2003.
“(2) ZEBRA MUSSEL AND OYSTER RESEARCH.—In addition
to the amount authorized for each fiscal year under paragraph

(1H)—

“(A) up to $2,800,000 may be made available as pro-
vided in section 1301(b)(4)(A) of the Nonindigenous Aquatic
Nuisance Prevention and Control Act of 1990 (16 U.S.C.
4741(b)(4)(A)) for competitive grants for university research
on the zebra mussel;

“B) up to $3,000,000 may be made available for
competitive grants for university research on oyster dis-
eases and oyster-related human health risks; and

“(C) up to $3,000,000 may be made available for
competitive grants for university research on Pfiesteria
piscicida and other harmful algal blooms.”.

(b) LiMITATION ON CERTAIN FUNDING.—Section 212(b)(1) (33
U.S.C. 1131(b)(1)) is amended to read as follows:
“(b) PROGRAM ELEMENTS.—
“(1) LiMITATION.—No more than 5 percent of the lesser
of—

“(A) the amount authorized to be appropriated; or

“(B) the amount appropriated,

for each fiscal year under subsection (a) may be used to fund

the program element contained in section 204(b)(2).”.
33 USC 1131 (c) NoTiCE OF REPROGRAMMING.—If any funds authorized by
note. this section are subject to a reprogramming action that requires
notice to be provided to the Appropriations Committees of the
House of Representatives and the Senate, notice of such action
shall concurrently be provided to the Committees on Science and
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Resources of the House of Representatives and the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the Senate.

(d) NoTICE OF REORGANIZATION.—The Secretary of Commerce
shall provide notice to the Committees on Science, Resources, and
Appropriations of the House of Representatives and the Committees
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation and Appropriations of
the Senate, not later than 45 days before any major reorganization
of any program, project, or activity of the National Sea Grant
College Program.

SEC. 10. ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES.

Notwithstanding section 559 of title 5, United States Code,
with respect to any marine resource conservation law or regulation
administered by the Secretary of Commerce acting through the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, all adjudicatory
functions which are required by chapter 5 of title 5 of such Code
to be performed by an Administrative Law Judge may be performed
by the United States Coast Guard on a reimbursable basis. Should
the United States Coast Guard require the detail of an Administra-
tive Law Judge to perform any of these functions, it may request
such temporary or occasional assistance from the Office of Personnel
Management pursuant to section 3344 of title 5, United States
Code.

Approved March 6, 1998.
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Public Law 107-299
107th Congress

An Act
To reauthorize the National Sea Grant College Program Act, and for other purposes. %
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States of America in Congress assembled, National Sea
Grant College
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. Program Act

Amendments of
This Act may be cited as the “National Sea Grant College 2002, Y

Program Act Amendments of 2002”. 33 USC 1121

note.
SEC. 2. AMENDMENTS TO FINDINGS.

Section 202(a)(6) of the National Sea Grant College Program
Act (833 U.S.C. 1121(a)6)) is amended by striking the period at
the end and inserting “, including strong collaborations between
Administration scientists and scientists at academic institutions.”.

SEC. 3. REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO NATIONAL SEA GRANT COL-
LEGE PROGRAM.

(a) QUADRENNIAL STRATEGIC PLAN.—Section 204(c)(1) of the
National Sea Grant College Program Act (33 U.S.C. 1123(c)(1))
is amended to read as follows:

“(1) The Secretary, in consultation with the panel, sea
grant colleges, and sea grant institutes, shall develop at least
every 4 years a strategic plan that establishes priorities for
the national sea grant college program, provides an appro-
priately balanced response to local, regional, and national
needs, and is reflective of integration with the relevant portions
of the strategic plans of the Department of Commerce and
of the Administration.”.

(b) PROGRAM EVALUATION AND RATING.—

(1) EVALUATION AND RATING REQUIREMENT.—Section
204(d)(3)(A) of the National Sea Grant College Program Act
(33 U.S.C. 1123(d)(3)(A)) is amended to read as follows:

“(A)3) evaluate the performance of the programs of
sea grant colleges and sea grant institutes, using the prior-
ities, guidelines, and qualifications established by the Sec-
retary under subsection (c), and determine which of the
programs are the best managed and carry out the highest
quality research, education, extension, and training activi-
ties; and

“(ii) rate the programs according to their relative
performance (as determined under clause (i)) into no less
than 5 categories, with each of the 2 best-performing cat-
egories containing no more than 25 percent of the pro-
grams;”.
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(2) REVIEW OF EVALUATION AND RATING PROCESS.—(A) After
3 years after the date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary
of Commerce, acting through the Under Secretary of Commerce
for Oceans and Atmosphere, shall contract with the National
Academy of Sciences—

(i) to review the effectiveness of the evaluation and
rating system under the amendment made by paragraph

(1) in determining the relative performance of programs

of sea grant colleges and sea grant institutes;

(i) to evaluate whether the sea grant programs have
improved as a result of the evaluation process; and

(iii) to make appropriate recommendations to improve
the overall effectiveness of the evaluation process.

(B) The National Academy of Sciences shall submit a report
to the Congress on the findings and recommendations of the
panel under subparagraph (A) by not later than 4 years after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

(¢) ALLOCATION OF FUNDING.—Section 204(d)(3)(B) of the
National Sea Grant College Program Act (33 U.S.C. 1123(d)(3)(B))
is amended by striking “and” after the semicolon at the end of
clause (ii) and by adding at the end the following:

“(iv) encourage and promote coordination and
cooperation between the research, education, and out-
reach programs of the Administration and those of
academic institutions; and”.

SEC. 4. COST SHARE.

Section 205(a) of the National Sea Grant College Program
Act (33 U.S.C. 1124(a)) is amended by striking “section 204(d)(6)”
and inserting “section 204(c)(4)(F)”.

SEC. 5. FELLOWSHIPS.

(a) ENSURING EQUAL AcCCESsS.—Section 208(a) of the National
Sea Grant College Program Act (33 U.S.C. 1127(a)) is amended
by adding at the end the following: “The Secretary shall strive
to ensure equal access for minority and economically disadvantaged
students to the program carried out under this subsection. Not
later than 1 year after the date of the enactment of the National
Sea Grant College Program Act Amendments of 2002, and every
2 years thereafter, the Secretary shall submit a report to the
Congress describing the efforts by the Secretary to ensure equal
access for minority and economically disadvantaged students to
the program carried out under this subsection, and the results
of such efforts.”.

(b) PosTDOCTORAL FELLOWS.—Section 208(c) of the National
Sea Grant College Program Act (33 U.S.C. 1127(c)) is repealed.

SEC. 6. TERMS OF MEMBERSHIP FOR SEA GRANT REVIEW PANEL.

Section 209(c)(2) of the National Sea Grant College Program
Act (33 U.S.C. 1128(c)(2)) is amended by striking the first sentence
and inserting the following: “The term of office of a voting member
of the panel shall be 3 years for a member appointed before the
date of enactment of the National Sea Grant College Program
Act Amendments of 2002, and 4 years for a member appointed
or reappointed after the date of enactment of the National Sea
Grant College Program Act Amendments of 2002. The Director
may extend the term of office of a voting member of the panel
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appointed before the date of enactment of the National Sea Grant
College Program Act Amendments of 2002 by up to 1 year.”.

SEC. 7. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Subsections (a), (b), and (¢) of section 212 of the National
Sea Grant College Program Act (33 U.S.C. 1131) are amended
to read as follows:

“(a) AUTHORIZATION.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be appropriated
to the Secretary to carry out this title—

“(A) $60,000,000 for fiscal year 2003;

“B) $75,000,000 for fiscal year 2004;

“(C) $77,500,000 for fiscal year 2005;

“(D) $80,000,000 for fiscal year 2006;

“E) $82,500,000 for fiscal year 2007; and

“(F) $85,000,000 for fiscal year 2008.

“(2) PRIORITY ACTIVITIES.—In addition to the amounts
authorized under paragraph (1), there are authorized to be
appropriated for each of fiscal years 2003 through 2008—

“(A) $5,000,000 for competitive grants for university
research on the biology and control of zebra mussels and
other important aquatic nonnative species;

“B) $5,000,000 for competitive grants for university
research on oyster diseases, oyster restoration, and oyster-
related human health risks;

“C) $5,000,000 for competitive grants for university
research on the biology, prevention, and forecasting of
harmful algal blooms, including Pfiesteria piscicida; and

“D) $3,000,000 for competitive grants for fishery exten-
sion activities conducted by sea grant colleges or sea grant
institutes to enhance, and not supplant, existing core pro-
gram funding.

“(b) LIMITATIONS.—

“(1) ADMINISTRATION.—There may not be used for adminis-
tration of programs under this title in a fiscal year more than
5 percent of the lesser of—

“(A) the amount authorized to be appropriated under
this title for the fiscal year; or

“(B) the amount appropriated under this title for the
fiscal year.

“(2) USE FOR OTHER OFFICES OR PROGRAMS.—Sums appro-
priated under the authority of subsection (a)(2) shall not be
available for administration of this title by the National Sea
Grant Office, for any other Administration or department pro-
gram, or for any other administrative expenses.

“(c) DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.—In any fiscal year in which the
appropriations made under subsection (a)(1) exceed the amounts
appropriated for fiscal year 2003 for the purposes described in
such subsection, the Secretary shall distribute any excess amounts
(except amounts used for the administration of the sea grant pro-
gram) to any combination of the following:

“(1) sea grant programs, according to their rating under
section 204(d)(3)(A);

“(2) national strategic investments authorized under section
204(b)(4);
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“(3) a college, university, institution, association, or alliance
for activities that are necessary for it to be designated as
a sea grant college or sea grant institute; and

“(4) a sea grant college or sea grant institute designated
after the date of enactment of the National Sea Grant College
Program Act Amendments of 2002 but not yet evaluated under
section 204(d)(3)(A).”.

SEC. 8. ANNUAL REPORT ON PROGRESS IN BECOMING DESIGNATED
AS SEA GRANT COLLEGES AND SEA GRANT INSTITUTES.

Section 207 of the National Sea Grant College Program Act
(16 U.S.C. 1126) is amended by adding at the end the following:
“(e) ANNUAL REPORT ON PROGRESS.—

“(1) REPORT REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary shall report
annually to the Committee on Resources and the Committee
on Science of the House of Representatives, and to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the Senate,
on efforts and progress made by colleges, universities, institu-
tions, associations, and alliances to become designated under
this section as sea grant colleges or sea grant institutes,
including efforts and progress made by sea grant institutes
in being designated as sea grant colleges.

“(2) TERRITORIES AND FREELY ASSOCIATED STATES.—The
report shall include description of—

“(A) efforts made by colleges, universities, associations,
institutions, and alliances in United States territories and
freely associated States to develop the expertise necessary
to be designated as a sea grant institute or sea grant
college;

“(B) the administrative, technical, and financial assist-
ance provided by the Secretary to those entities seeking
to be designated; and

“(C) the additional actions or activities necessary for
those entities to meet the qualifications for such designa-
tion under subsection (a)(1).”.

SEC. 9. COORDINATION.

Not later than February 15 of each year, the Under Secretary
of Commerce for Oceans and Atmosphere and the Director of the
National Science Foundation shall jointly submit to the Committees
on Resources and Science of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the
Senate a report on how the oceans and coastal research activities
of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, including
the Coastal Ocean Program and the National Sea Grant College
Program, and of the National Science Foundation will be coordi-
nated during the fiscal year following the fiscal year in which
the report is submitted. The report shall describe in detail any
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overlapping ocean and coastal research interests between the agen-
cies and specify how such research interests will be pursued by
the programs in a complementary manner.

Approved November 26, 2002.
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National Sea Grant Program Memorandum on NSGO Final
Evaluation and Merit Funding, April 22, 1999
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s \xf *, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
. National Oceanic and Atmaspheric Administration
% ¢ | National Sea Grant College Program

K 1215 East-West Highway
Siiver Spring, Maryiand 20910

AR 22 1999

MEMORANDUM FOR: Sea Grant Directors

FROM Renald C. Baird
Director
SUBJECT: . Policy Memorandum on NSGO Final Evaluaticon

and Merit Funding

Introduction

The National Sea Grant Office(NSGO) guidelines set forth in the
policy document of April 20, 1998, “Implementation of Program
Evaluation Prccedures in the Naticnal Sea Grant College Program,”
require that the NSGO submit to each institution responsible for
administering a Sea Grant Program, a Final Evaluation and
Recommendation Report that summarizes the findings of a
performance review for that Sea Grant Program over a four-year
program cycle. The primary objectives of the Report are to
provide local management with an assessment of performance and
specific recommendations directed toward perfcrmance improvement
and maintenance of existing program strengths. This memcrandum
establishes the procedures of the NSGO in the conduct of the
review and preparation of the Report.

In addition to the Report, and in accordance with the policy
document of April 20, 1998 the NSGO is instructed to provide a
performance rating to each Sea Grant Program being evaluated.

The rating 1s the basis for allocating merit-based funding from a
.pool of funds set aside in the Sea Grant budget for that purpose.
This memorandum aiso establishes procedures and mechanics for
rating determinatiocn and the allocation of merit funding.

NSGO Review Process

General: The NSGO will conduct the final review of a Sea Grant
Program within one year following the Program Assessment Team
(PAT) site visit. 2All programs are evaluated to the extent
possible in a similar manner and against common performance
benchmarks. It must be recognized, however, that improvements in
methodology in evaluating performance can be expected to be
incorporated into the process over time.
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The final evaluation review will be conducted by the NSGO
technical staff and one or more members of the Executive
Committee of the National Sea Grant Review Panel. The review 1is
expected to be completed cver a cne week period during
February/March of each year. ALl programs having had PAT visits
in the previous calendar year will be considered as a grcup so as
to maintain a consistent four year review cycle. For example the
NSGO review session for 199% occurred from February 11-19 and
evaluations of the eight programs having PAT reviews in calendar
vear 19298 were included.

After each program has been evaluated, the NSGO will prepare the
Report that will contain the principal findings of the review and
recommendations for enhancement of program perfcrmance. The
Report and a summary cover. letter from the Director cf the NSGC
will be sent to the Director of each program being evaluated.

The covering letter and Report will also be copied to the
appropriate administrators of the institution with administrative
. responsipility for that Sea Grant Program. The Report wilil
normally be submitted pricr to the end of April in each calendar
year.

The following sections explaln in greater detail the materials
used and the structure of the review process.

Reports and Information Considered: In preparation for the final
review, the NSGO Program Officer prepares for distribution
materials that will be considered in the review. The compendium
of documents and reports made available to NSGO staff for study
prior to the review are listed below. Some of these materials
are not generally avallable to the PAT and represent additicnal
information for the NSGC te use in the evaluation process.

. The PAT report along with the institution’s response

. The program’s strategic plan

. Pertinent descriptive material from implementation
plans/omnibus prcposals estc.

. Annual progress reports

J Information con major accomplishments

’ Trip and peer review panel reports by the Program
Officer

. Topical Assessment Team reports {(if any)

. Sea Grant funding information

. Cther material deemed to be relevant by the Program
Cfficer :
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Review Structure: The Director of the NSGO facilitates the
review sessions. Each session is limited tc a discussion of one
program cnly. Thus each program is reviewed on its own merits
and not in competition with other programs. The NSGO Program
Officer provides a brief overview of the program’s performance
over the last four years. Information is presented about the Sesa
Grant program’s management structure and institutiocnal setting,
its outside advisory and strategic planning process, the
programmatic areas of emphasis, major program accomplishments and
outstanding issues ©r concerns.

The NSGO final review attempts to amplify and add to the
informaticn base produced in connecticn with the PAT site. visit.
The evaluation report prepared by the PAT however provides a
significant input into the N3GO's final evaluation. The
program’s response to the PAT report and any recent information
recelved about corrective actions are alsc considered.
Evaluation-related materials c¢n file in the NSGO, including
progress reports or the response to recommendations from previous
reviews, are weighed. Participation in national initiatives and
- responsiveness to network-wide activities are alsc considered.
These bear on successful performance, and usually the NSGC has a
better perspective here than the PAT.

Fach of the four major evaluation criteria is discussed in
sequence including the PAT findings. All PAT recommendations are
reviewed. Those deemed most critical are highlighted for
inclusion in the Report. Where appropriate, PAT recommendations
may be modified and additional reccmmendations developed based on
the NSGO review. During the review process “Best Management
Practices” are identified. These will be summarized for later
promulgation to the Sea Grant network.

The discussions and findings from the review form the basis for
the Report that is prepared under the directiocn of the Director
NSGO.

Merit Fund Ratings and Allocations

General: In accordance with NSGO guidelines,; there has been
established in the Sea Grant budget a pool of funds to be
allocated to individual Sea Grant Programs on the basis of
overall performance. It is the responsibility of the NSGO to
develop a system to rate each Sea Grant Program for the purpocse
of allocating funds from this merit pool. The NSGO is also
charged with providing & raticnale and mechanism for the
disbursement of such funds in accordance with the rating system
while considering both variaticns in the amount of funding
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available to the pool as well as changes in the distribution of
program ratings that can occur each year. The rationale and
protocols for both the rating system and allocaticon of merit
funding are presented in the next section.

Merit Categories and Decision Protocels: The evaluation of
program performance involves the use c¢f judgement in weighing the
gualitative and guantitative evidence available to the NSGC. It
is also recognized that better metrics for the measurement of
performance will be developed cover time and incorporaticn of
these must be provided for in the rating scheme. For the purpose
of merit funding, the NSGO believes it i1s neither possible nor
advisable to create a rating system that attempts to determine
fine scale differences in performance among structurally
dissimilar programs. Consequently, the system developed consists
of only four rating categories of satisfactory or better
performance and one default category for unsatisfactory
performance, assignment to which involves substantial corrective
action and could lead to reductions in future funding
allocations.

After the evaluation process, programs are assigned to one of the
four rating categories. Ratings are based on grading of the same
four criteria as the PAT evaluations and carry the same weighting
percentages. The PAT assessments are significant determinants in
arriving at an coverall final merit rating even though the NSGO
categories are not directly comparable tc those of the PAT. For
instance, programs that did not carry & PAT grade of “Excellent”
for the criteria “Producing Significant Results” were not rated
in the highest performance categories (1 and 2) by the NSGO in
the 199%% evaluations.

Final program ratings then reflect a consensus from both the NSGO
and outside PAT based on a collective assessment of how well a
program has performed in relation to the evaluation criteria over
the last four years. <Categories 1 and 2 are reserved for
precgrams that achieve the highest levels of performance.

Category 3 dencotes programs meeting performance benchmarks, while
programs assigned tc category 4 have significant deficilencies.

Merit Pool Categories: Programs assigned to Categories 1, 2, and
3 qualify for merit pool allocations over the next four years.
Programs assigned tc Category 4 will not receive a merit pool
allocation during the four-year period. The merit peol
allocation will consist of two parts, & minimum allocation that
is fixed and available annually for each of four vyears, and a
residual share component that is variable and may change each
vear depending uporn the performance ratings of all programs that
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have been reviewed. Added together, these two components -- the
minimum allocation and the residual share -- determine each
program’s merit funding allocation for a given year. The merit

pcol allocations are set up in this manner so that all programs
will have the same merit funding opportunities, regardless of the
year they are reviewed.

Minimum Allocation: The minimum allocation is a fixed percentage
of the merit pocl that a program can expect to receive cver the
course of the next four years. Assuming level funding in the
pcol this will be a constant amount annually. The fixed minimum
compenent for a program in Category #1 1s calculated by dividing
the merit pocl by the number of pregramsg that have been reviewed
(8 in 1998, 29 after four years). A program in Category #2 and
Category #3 would receive a minimum allocation of 70 percent and
40 percent respectively of that received by a program in Category
#1. For example, 1f the total merit pool for 29 programs is
$2,900,000, the minimum component would be $100,000, $70,000, andg
$40,000 fer a program in category 1, 2, and 3 respectively. 2
program in Category #4 would not receive an alloccation.

Cnce the amount in the merit pool is determined, the fixed
minimum component remains unchanged until the total merit pool
amount changes. Such a change could result from changes in Sea
Grant’s appropriation or a change in budget strategy. Our goal
is to eventually have up to 10 percent of the core funding
alleccated through the merit pool. In 199% the funds used for
regional and multi-program activities, $2,900,000 which are being
phased intc the merit pool, amount to about 7 percent of core
funding. Note also that budget considerations might require
reductions in the funding of the merit pool sometime in the
future, '

Residual Share: The residual share i1s a variable compeonent that
depends upon how much of the merit pool remains unallocated after
covering the fixed minimum allocaticns. It alsc depends on the
distributicn of ratings across all programs. The amount that
remains after meeting the minimum allocations, the “residual”
amount, 1s distributed to programs in Categery #1 and Category #2
only. Category #1 gets twice as much as Category #2. A new
residual share 1s calculated every year. The Director of the
NSGO could cap an award if the residual share exceeds 10 percent
of the merit pool, although in practice this is unlikely to
occur.

Program Merit Pool Allocations: The fixed minimum zllocation and
the residual share are added together to determine the merit pool
allocations for each program. In 1999, only eight programs had
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been reviewed and these will receive the merit funding
allocations in FY200C. By the end of four years, all programs
will have been evaluated and the review process cycle will have
reached steady state. The attached charts shcow the details of
the calculations and several hypothetical examples of how merit
pool allocations are likely to change from year-to-year due to
the variable residual share component.

Restrictions on Allocated Funds: Merit fund allocations are
considered augmentations to a program’s core funding level and
are subject conly to the normal terms and conditions that apply to
all funds used 1n suppocrting & program’s core activities.
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Merit Pool Allocations

by Rating Categories

Merit Pool Aliocation for Each Rating Category
Merit Funding Minimum Residual Program
Rating Category Allocation Share Merit Funding
Category #1 Min(Cat, #1) = 2% Min{Cat #1) + 2x
Total Merit Pool / n
Category #2 Min(Cat. #2) = X Min{Cat #2) + x
70% * Min(Cat. #1)
Category #3 Min{Cat. #3) = Zero Min(Cat #3)
40% * Min{Cat. #1)
Category #4 Zero Zero Zero
where:
n Number of programs evaluated (8 currently ... 20 after 4 years)
X Resigual Share = ("Total Merit Pool” minus "Total of Minimum Aliccations”) / #Shares
{where #Shares = 2 times number of proegrams in “Category #1° pius the number of programs in “Category #2")
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Merit Pool Allocations
Exampies of Merit Funding Calcuiations
for Hypothetical Rating Distributions

Rating Merit Funding Merit Poc! Aliocation for Each Rating
s 0 of Pro Rating Minimum From Residual Merit Funding
4 “Category 1" | § 100,000 § 40,000 $ 140,000
4 "Category 2" | $ 70,000 $ 20,000 % 80,000
2 "Category3" | $ 40,000 § - $ 40,000
0 "Category 4" 1 § - $ - ] -
10
Total Merit Pool = $ 1,000,000
Total Minimum Allecations = & 760,000 Total — Category 1§ 560,000
Total Residual Allocations = § 240,000 Total --Category 2  $ 380,000
Shares of Residual . 12 Total — Category 3 § 80,000
Residual/Share L3 20,000 Total Merit Pool § 1,000,000
Rating Merit Funding Merit Pool Allocation for Each Rating
Distribution (# of Programs) Rating Minimum From Residual _ Merit Funding
2 ‘ “Category 1" ! $ 100,000 ' § 90,000 $ 190,000
4 "Caiegory 2" | § 70,000 § 45000 § 115,000
4 "Category 3" | § 40,000 § - 3 40,000
0 "Category 4" | $ - % - 8 -
10
Total Merit Poel = $ 1,000,000
Total Minimum Aliocations =  § 640,000 Total -- Category 1§ 380,000
Total Residual Allocations = § 380,000 Total —~ Category2 $ 460,000
Shares of Residual 8 Total - Category 3§ 160,000
Residual/Share $ 45,000 Total Merit Pool $ 1,000,000
Rating Merit Funding Merit Poal Allecation for Each Rating
1 Programs Rating Minimum From Residual Merit Funding
4 "Category 1" | $ 100,000 $ 60,000 $ 160,000
2 "Category2” | § 70,000 § 30,000 § 100,000
4 "Category 3" | § 40,000 § - $ 40,000
0 "Category 4 | § - 8 - 8 -
10
Total Merit Pool = ¢ 1,000,000
Tota! Minimum Aliocations = § 700,000 Total -- Category 1  § 640,000
Total Residual Allocations = § 300,000 Total - Category 2 $ 200,000
Shares of Residual 10 Total -- Category 3§ 160,000
Residual/Share % 30,00C Total Merit Pool $ 1,000,000
A-2
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Merit Pool Allocation

An Example of Merit Funding over Four Year Transition

Year 1: {8 Programs)

Year 2: (15 Programs)

for Hypothetical Rating Distributions

{Year 1 and Year 2)

Rating Merit Funding Merit Pool Aliocation for Each Rating
ion (# of Programs Rating Minimum From Residual Merit Funding
3 “Categary 1" | $ 100,000 § 70,000 §$ 170,000
2 "Category 2" [$ 70,000 § 35000 § 105,000
2 "Category 3" | § 40,000 § - & 40,000
1 "Category 4" | $ - $ - $ -
8
Total Merit Pool = $ 800,000
Total Minimum Altocations= § 520,000 Total -- Category1  $ 510,000
Total Residual Allocations = § 280,000 Total -- Category 2  § 210,000
Shares of Residual 8 Total -- Category 3 § 80,000
Residual/Share b 35,000 Total Merit Paoi $ 800,000

Prior New Group Rating Merit Funding Marit Pooi Allocation for Each Rating
PRisfribution Distribution s jo of Pro Rating Minimum From Residual Merit Funding |
3 1 4 "Category 1" | § 100000 & BODOO $ 180,000
2 4 5 "Category 2" | § 70,000 & 40,000 % 110,000
2 1 3 "Category 3" | $ 40000 § - 5 40,000
1 1 2 "Category 4" | $ - $ - 3 -
8 7 15
Total Merit Pool = $ 1,500,000
Total Minimum Allocations = $ 940,000 Total -- Category 1§ 720,000
Tota! Residual Allocations = § 580,000 Total - Category2 $ 660,000
Shares of Residual 14 Total - Category 3§ 120,000
Residuai/Share $ 40,000 Total Merit Pool $ 1,500,000
A-3
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Merit Pool Allocation _
An Example of Merit Funding over Four Year Transition
for Hypothetical Rating Distributions

{Year 3 and Year 4)
Year 3: (22 Programs)
Prior New Group Rating Merit Funding Merit Pool Ailocation for Each Rating
Distribution Distribution istributi Pro Eating Minimum From Residuai Merit Funding
4 4 8 "Category 1" [ $ 100,000 $ 52000 $ 152,000
8 3 9 "Category 2" [ $ 70,000 § 26,000 % 96,000
3 0 3 "Category 3" | $ 40,000 § - % 40000
2 0 2 "Category 4" 1 § - $ - $ -
18 7 22
Total Merit Pogl = $ 2,200,000
Total Minimum Allocations = $ 1,550,000 Total - Category 1§ 1,218,000
Tatal Residual Allogations = $ 650,000 Total -- Category 2 % 864,000
Shares of Residual 25 Total -- Category 3 § 120,000
Residual/Share $ 26,000 Total Merit Pool $ 2,200,000
Year 4: (29 Programs)
Prior New Group Rating Merit Funding Merit Pool Allocation for Each Rating
Distribution Distribution istributio of Pr s Rating Minimum From Residual Merit Funding
8 5 13 "Category 1" | $ 100,000 §% 44000 §$ 144,000
9 0 g "Category 2" [ $ 70,000 § 22,000 § 92,000
3 2 5 "Category 3" [ $ 40,000 % - $ 40,000
2 4] 2 "Category 4" | - $ - $ -
22 7 29
Total Merit Pool = $ 2,800,000
Total Minimum Allocations = $ 2,130,000 Total -- Category 1 $ 1,872,000
Total Residual Aliocatons = $ 770,000 Tota! - Category 2 § 828,000
Shares of Residual 35 Total - Category 3§ 200,000
Residual/Share $ 22,000 Total Merit Poal $ 2,900,000

Year 5 and after: {28 Programs)

Starting in year-five, after all 29 programs have been phased-in, this process continues in a similar
manner. The overall merit rating distribution for 29 programs in year-five is determined by replacing the
year-one ratings of the first group of programs with their newer ratings set in year-five. in year-six, the
ratings of the second group of programs from year-two are replaced by their newer ratings set in year-six,
and so on for successive years.

And
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ant Program Review Process

Appendix E

Revised Policy Memorandum on NSGO Final Evaluation and
Merit Funding (2005); April 8, 2005
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3" \}ff *. | UNITED BTATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
f National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
%, S | National Sea Grant College Program
%ems #" | 1315 East-West Highway
- Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

APR 8 200%
MEMORANDUM FOR: Sea Grant Director;e/
FROM: Ronald C. Baird
Director
SUBJECT: Revised Policy Memorandum on NSGO Final Evaluation and Merit
Funding (2005)

This policy document revises the previous, ‘“Policy Memorandum on NSGO Final Evaluation
and Merit Funding,” (1999). Revisions incorporate recommendations from the Toll Committee
Report (“Review and Recommendations: Sea Grant Program Evaluation Process Report of the
Sea Grant Review Panel’s Program Evaluation Committee,” October 2001) and the new
requirements under the ‘‘National Sea Grant College Program Act Amendments of 2002°’
(Public Law 107-299). The policy was also reviewed for consistency with the memorandum,
“Policy for the Allocation of Funds, FY2003 and Beyond,” (March, 2003).

INTRODUCTION

To increase the overall performance and effectiveness of the Sea Grant network and associated
institutional programs, the National Sea Grant Office (NSGO) tracks and analyzes the
performance of each Sea Grant program. In 1998, the NSGO moved from the prospective
evaluation of Sea Grant program proposals and their individual projects to a retrospective
evaluation of overall program performance and accomplishment. The intent of evaluation is to
improve Sea Grant’s overall performance while providing incentives for strong performance.
This change was first recommended by the Ocean Studies Board of the National Research
Council in 1994 and subsequently endorsed by the institutions that comprise the Sea Grant
network. The National Sea Grant College Program Act of 1998 (P.L. 105-160) codified this
change and charged the Director of the National Sea Grant College Program to:

204(3) With respect to sea grant colleges and sea grant
institutes, the Director shall—

““(4) evaluate the programs of sea grant colleges and

sea grant institutes, using the priorities, guidelines, and
qualifications established by the Secretary;,

“(B) subject to the availability of appropriations, allocate
Sfunding among sea grant colleges and sea grant

institutes so as to—

‘(i) promote healthy competition among sea grant
colleges and institutes;
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*“(i1) encourage successful implementation of sea
grant programs; and

““(ii) to the maximum extent consistent with other
provisions of this Act, provide a stable base of funding
for sea grant colleges and institutes; and

*“(C) ensure compliance with the guidelines for merit
review....”’

SEA GRANT PROGRAM EVALUATION

In response to the 1994 National Research Council/Ocean Studies Board Report and the 1998
Sea Grant reauthorization legislation, the NSGO introduced a system of performance-based
reviews (”Implementation of Program Evaluation Procedures in the National Sea Grant College
Program,” April 20, 1998) that continue to the present. Among other things, this requires (1)
Program Assessment Team Evaluations and (2) NSGO Final Evaluation Reviews.

1. Program Assessment Team Evaluations

An on-site evaluation by a Program Assessment Team (PAT) of each institution responsible for
administering a Sea Grant program is conducted under the auspices of the Sea Grant Review
Panel. The NSGO Director will notify university officials of the upcoming PAT. The role of the
PAT is to assess the performance of a Sea Grant program with respect to a standard set of
evaluation criteria and benchmarks and to make recommendations for the improvement of the
program. The PAT Report and recommendations are used primarily to improve individual
program performance and also to provide a basis for comparison among programs over the long-
term.

During the first cycle of PAT reviews (1998-2001), teams assigned a grade to each of the four
major benchmark categories and an overall grade using appropriate weights:

Organizing and Managing the Program (20%o)
Connecting Sea Grant with Users (20%)

Effective & Aggressive Long-Range Planning (10%)
Producing Significant Results (50%)

As a result of the Toll Committee Report, and subsequent recommendations by the Sea Grant
Review Panel, the grading regime was changed for the second PAT cycle that began in 2003.
Instead of marks for each of the four benchmark categories, the PAT will now provide a rating
for each of 14 finer scale sub-elements under the four major benchmark categories and no overall
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grade. Those sub-elements and the weights assigned to each are listed below and described in
detail in the PAT Manual:

Organizing and Managing the Program (20%o)
Leadership of the Program (6%)
Institutional Setting and Support (4%)
Project Selection (2%)
Recruiting Talent (3%)
Effective and Integrated Program Components (5%)

Connecting Sea Grant with Users (20%0)
Engagement with Appropriate User Communities (15%)
Partnerships (5%)

Effective & Aggressive Long-Range Planning (10%)
Strategic Planning Process (4%)
Strategic Plan Quality (4%)
Implementation Plan (2%)

Producing Significant Results (50%)
Contributions to Science and Technology (10%)
Contributions to Extension, Communications and Education (10%)
Impact on Society, the Economy and the Environment (25%)
Success in Achieving Planned Program Outcomes (5%)

Each sub-element will be given one of four possible ratings by the PAT:

e Needs Improvement — In general, performance does not reach the benchmark for this
sub-element.

e Meets Benchmark — In general, performance meets, but does not exceed, the benchmark
for this sub-element.

e Exceeds Benchmark — In general, performance goes beyond what would be required to
simply meet the benchmark for this sub-element.

e Highest Performance — Performance goes well beyond the benchmark for this sub-
element and is outstanding in all areas.

The PAT will provide a briefing for the Sea Grant Director and appropriate university officials at
the end of the PAT visit. The ratings are presented at the debriefing and a rating sheet is also
provided for the record. Following the PAT review, the Chair of the assessment team provides a
written PAT Report to the institution. The Sea Grant institution is encouraged to provide the
NSGO a written response to the PAT Report. The comprehensive PAT Report and the
institutional response to the report will become part of the record for the institutional program
and both will be considered at the NSGO Review. Actions taken after the PAT by a Sea Grant
institution in response to PAT recommendations will be acknowledged, but will not become a
factor in the current NSGO ratings. All improvements made by the Sea Grant institution after
the PAT will be more properly considered in the next PAT cycle.
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2. NSGO Final Evaluation Reviews

The four-year NSGO Final Evaluation Review (henceforth, NSGO Review) is conducted by the
NSGO in the year following the program’s PAT visit (usually February). The evaluation relies
primarily on the information provided by the program to the PAT, the PAT Report and ratings,
and the institutional response to the PAT Report. A NSGO Final Evaluation Report (henceforth,
NSGO Report) summarizes the findings of the NSGO performance review for that Sea Grant
program over the last four-year review cycle. In addition to the report, the NSGO provides a
performance rating to each Sea Grant program as part of the evaluation.

The primary objective of the NSGO Review is to provide local management with an assessment
of performance and specific recommendations directed toward improvement and maintenance of
existing program strengths. The second objective is to assign programs to a rating category that
can be used in the allocation of a partial amount of Sea Grant funds. This rating was the basis
during the first cycle of reviews (1998-2002) for allocating merit funding from a $3,000,000 pool
of funds set aside in the Sea Grant budget for that purpose.

The seven or eight Sea Grant programs that were evaluated by a PAT in the prior calendar year
are considered as a group and scheduled for NSGO Review every four years. The NSGO
conducts the final evaluation during a one-week period, typically in the month of February. The
criteria and benchmarks used in the NSGO Review are identical to those used by the PAT.
Effort is taken to assure that all programs are evaluated in a similar manner using the same
standard criteria and performance benchmarks listed above and described in detail in the PAT
Manual.

The NSGO Director has mandated that all NSGO technical staff participate and be present for
the entire review. One or more members of the National Sea Grant Review Panel, usually from
the Panel’s Executive Committee, also attend this meeting as observers, which is consistent with
the Panel’s oversight responsibilities for the conduct of program evaluation.

Performance Information Considered

In preparation for the NSGO Review, the NSGO Program Officer prepares materials for
distribution. The PAT Report and the SG program’s response provide the primary input to the
NSGO Review process.

Documents and reports are distributed to NSGO staff for study prior to the review, which
include:

e The overview section from the program’s Briefing Book prepared by the Sea Grant
program for its PAT Review. This section includes a program description, the response
to previous PAT recommendations, and a description of program accomplishments and
impacts. (See NSGO Guidelines for Program Assessment Briefing Books, May 9, 2003)

e The Program Assessment Team Report as signed-off by the PAT Chair

e The Sea Grant program’s formal written response to the PAT Report

e The program’s strategic and implementation plans
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Collectively, the NSGO staff also has access to documents on file for each program, part of the
continuous and ongoing communications that occur between a Sea Grant program and the
NSGO. Some of these materials are less generally available to the PAT and represent additional
information for the NSGO to use in the evaluation process. This includes:

Annual progress reports

Omnibus proposals

Publications

Archived information on accomplishments

Trip reports and peer review panel visits by the Program Officer

Topical Assessment Team reports (if any)

Detailed Sea Grant funding information

e Supportive material deemed to be relevant by the Program Officer or staff

Structure of the NSGO Review:

The NSGO Executive Director is responsible for planning the review and for the staff
preparation needed to carry out the review. NSGO Program Officers are responsible for
preparing a presentation on the programs that will be reviewed. The NSGO Director facilitates
the evaluation sessions during review week. Each half-day session is focused on a single
program and is reviewed on its own merits and not in direct comparison with other programs.

Since Program Officers play a central role in the NSGO Review, it is the NSGO’s policy not to
reassign Program Officers in mid-cycle, if at all possible. Assignments are made with the goal of
maintaining continuing associations between the Federal Program Officer and a Sea Grant
program over the review cycle, or longer. However, at times this will not be feasible due to
NSGO staff turnover.

To begin the review of each program, the NSGO Program Officer provides an overview of the
program’s performance since the last PAT (five years for the second cycle of reviews, but
normally four years). Each Program Officer follows a prescribed format using a standardized
presentation template that ensures consistency of the kinds of information being presented. The
template follows the benchmarks and indicators of performance from the PAT Manual.
Evaluation-related materials on file in the NSGO (see above) are considered where appropriate.
For example, participation in national competitions and responsiveness to network-wide
activities have bearing on successful performance, and often the NSGO will have a better
perspective here than would the PAT.

Following the Program Officer’s presentation, the NSGO Director facilitates a discussion of the
program. The review is structured to consider the same criteria and benchmarks addressed by
the PAT. Each of the four major evaluation criteria and the 14 sub-elements are discussed in
succession, including the PAT findings and ratings. All PAT recommendations are reviewed.
Those deemed most critical from the NSGO perspective are highlighted for inclusion in the
NSGO Report. Where appropriate, PAT recommendations may be modified and additional
recommendations developed based on the NSGO Review. During the review process, “Best
Management Practices” are identified for subsequent promulgation to the Sea Grant network.

5
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The discussions and findings from the NSGO Review form the basis for a report that is prepared
under the direction of and signed by the NSGO Director. The NSGO Report is best understood
when read in conjunction with the PAT Report, which will be included with the NSGO Report
when distributed. It is the NSGQO’s intention to complete the report and transmit it to the Sea
Grant Director within 30-days of the end of the NSGO Review. While the NSGO Report
findings and ratings are considered final, the draft report will be sent to the Program Director for
factual review and correction of minor errors prior to final distribution. A ten-day turnaround
period is considered a reasonable time for Directors to respond, but extensions may be requested.
The NSGO Report will be sent only to the Sea Grant program. The Sea Grant Program Director
can decide how to use the NSGO Report within their university. The NSGO Report for a given
program will be distributed to the Panel members who served on that particular PAT.

Under certain circumstances, the NSGO Director may elect to send a special letter of findings to
the institution. These specials reports, it is expected, will be used infrequently and only in highly
unusual cases that warrant communication at a higher administrative level in the university.

NSGO RATING DECISIONS

One objective of the NSGO Review process is to provide a consistent approach to rating Sea
Grant programs. The intensive, weeklong PAT evaluation by a team of experts, who interact
with university officials, constituents, and government officials, provides credible information
from which to judge a program’s performance. The NSGO Review provides an additional
assessment of performance that adds to the PAT review in several salient ways:

e Performance-relevant information available to the NSGO results, not only from the PAT
process, but also from a continuous process of evaluation and dialogue between the NSGO
and the Sea Grant program over the full four-year cycle.

e For the NSGO Review, the institution’s formal response to the PAT’s findings and
recommendations is available and explicitly considered. This additional input is critical
information for the NSGO Review and can often provide clarifying information on program
performance.

e The NSGO Review provides a broad perspective across seven to eight programs each year,
and across all Sea Grant programs over a four-year cycle. While the NSGO evaluates
programs individually, by considering a group of programs at the same time and with the
same reviewers, more consistency for assigning ratings can be achieved.

The rating of a program involves the use of judgment in weighing the qualitative and quantitative
evidence available. Following extensive discussion of a program’s performance under each
evaluation criteria, the NSGO staff provides their individual rating ranging from 1(highest) to 4
(lowest) for the 14 evaluation sub-elements. The NSGO Director will set a minimum level of
experience that will be required of new NSGO staff members before they will be asked to
contribute their individual rating of programs. Nonetheless, new technical staff members are
expected to be present and to participate in the discussions.

6
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The NSGO rating for a program is derived from reaching a broad consensus (2/3 majority) of
individual NSGO staff ratings for the 14 subelements using the PAT results as reference. Taking
into account the proportional weighting of each of the 14 subelements (e.g., Contributions to
Science and Technology - 10%) and the NSGO consensus ratings for each, a program score is
calculated. The NSGO final rating for the program is determined by locating a program’s score
along a fixed four-category rating scale for merit funding and a variable two-category rating
scale for bonus funding. Merit funding and bonus funding allocations are discussed in detail
below.

The NSGO Review is a semi-autonomous review that significantly weighs and is informed by
the PAT findings and ratings. As would be expected, the findings and ratings of the PAT and the
NSGO are in agreement in the large majority of cases. As a matter of policy, however, if there is
not a broad consensus agreement (2/3 majority) on a particular sub-element rating, the NSGO
assigns a rating consistent with the PAT rating for that sub-element.

Final ratings for the group of seven or eight programs are considered at the last session of the
review week. The NSGO final ratings are reviewed and considered for adjustment, if NSGO
staff offers a convincing case for reconsideration. Rating adjustments result, as for all NSGO
ratings, only from a broad consensus agreement (2/3 majority). All decisions to change a PAT
rating are ultimately the final responsibility of the NSGO Director. At the conclusion of the
session, all NSGO ratings are considered final.

The final NSGO ratings are used to assign each program to a merit-funding category and are also

interleaved with the last rating of all other Sea Grant programs to determine eligibility for bonus-
funding categories.
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NSGO RATINGS AND MERIT FUND ALLOCATIONS

First Cycle (1998/99 — 2002/03)

In the first cycle of merit funding, the NSGO established a pool of funds in the Sea Grant budget
to be allocated to individual Sea Grant programs on the basis of overall performance. The
NSGO developed systematic procedures to rate each Sea Grant program for the purpose of
allocating funds from this merit pool. During Cycle 2, merit fund allocations will continue to be
made in a manner similar to Cycle 1, with slight modifications.

Merit Funding

Sea Grant programs that have reached institutional or college status are assigned to one of four
merit categories. Categories 1 and 2 are reserved for programs that achieve the highest levels of
performance. Category 3 denotes programs meeting performance benchmarks, while programs
assigned to Category 4 have significant deficiencies. Programs assigned to Categories 1, 2 and 3
qualify for merit pool allocations over the next four years. If a program fails to meet 20 percent
or more of the weighted benchmarks, it will be considered as having “significant deficiencies”
and assigned to Category 4. Programs assigned to Category 4 do not receive a merit pool
allocation during the four-year period.

The merit pool allocation consists of two parts:
e A minimum allocation that is fixed for four-years (assuming level funding), and
e Avresidual share component that is variable and may change each year depending upon

the performance ratings of all programs that have been reviewed.

Added together, these two components determine each program’s merit funding allocation for a
given year.

The minimum allocation is a fixed percentage of the merit pool that a program can expect to
receive over the course of the next four years. Assuming level funding of the merit pool, this
amount will remain the same each year. The fixed minimum component for a program in
Category 1 is calculated by dividing the total amount of funds in the merit pool by the number of
programs (e.g. $3 million merit pool / 30 programs = $100,000 per program in Category 1). A
program in Category 2 and Category 3 receive a minimum allocation of 70 percent and 40
percent respectively of that received by a program in Category 1. In the above example of a
$100,000 minimum allocation for Category 1 programs, the minimum component for programs
in Category 2 and Category 3 would be $70,000 and $40,000 respectively. A program assigned
Category 4, “significant deficiencies”, would not receive a merit funding allocation. Once the
amount in the merit pool is determined, the fixed minimum component remains unchanged until
the total merit pool amount changes.

The residual share of merit funding depends upon the distribution of ratings across all programs
for a given year. The amount of the merit pool that remains unallocated after meeting the

minimum allocations, the “residual” amount is distributed to programs in Category 1 and
Category 2 only. Category 1 programs gets twice as much of the residual as those in Category 2

8
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programs. Category 3 programs do not receive a share of the residual. A new residual share is
calculated every year. The NSGO Director could cap an award if the residual share exceeds 10

percent of the merit pool, although in practice this is unlikely to occur.

Following the NSGO Review each year, the new ratings for the seven or eight programs replace
their prior rating and the merit pool allocations are recalculated. Calculating the allocations each
year assures that all programs have the same merit funding opportunities, regardless of the year
they are reviewed. The distribution of the $3 million merit pool at the end of the first cycle is

Merit Funding

Category 1 = (Merit Pool / 30) + 2 shares of residual
Category 2 = 70% of (Merit Pool / 30) + 1 share of residual

Category 3 = 40% of (Merit Pool / 30) + no share of residual
Category 4 = no merit funding

shown below.
Cycle 1
150
100 A
N
S
50 -
Programs
Rating Merit Funding Merit Pool Allocation for Each Rating

Distribution (# of Programs) Rating Minimum From Residual Merit Funding
15 "Category 1" |$ 100,000 $ 25,714 $ 125,700
12 "Category 2" [$ 70,000 $ 12,857 $ 82,900
3 "Category 3" [$ 40,000 $ - $ 40,000
0 "Category 4" |$ $ $
30
[Total Merit Pool = $ 3,000,000
Total Minimum Allocations = $ 2,460,000 Total -- Category 1 $ 1,885,500
Total Residual Allocations = $ 540,000 Total -- Category2 $ 994,800
Shares of Residual 42 Total -- Category3 $ 120,000
Residual/Share $ 12,857 Total Merit Pool $ 3,000,300
9
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Second Cycle (2003/04 — 2006/07)

Sea Grant Reauthorization Legislation (2002)

New provisions of the ““National Sea Grant College Program Act Amendments of 2002’ (Public
Law 107-299) impose new requirements for evaluation of Sea Grant college and institutional
programs. The law now requires the Director of the National Sea Grant College Program to rate
such programs according to their relative performance into at least five categories, with each of
the two best-performing categories containing at most 25 percent of the programs. In particular,

Section 3, Requirements Applicable to National Sea Grant College Program, states:
(b) PROGRAM EVALUATION AND RATING.--
(1) EVALUATION AND RATING REQUIREMENT.--Section 204(d)(3)(A) of the

National Sea Grant College Program Act (33 U.S.C. 1123(d)(3)(A)) is amended to read
as follows:

“(A)(I) evaluate the performance of the programs of sea grant colleges and sea grant
institutes, using the priorities, guidelines, and qualifications established by the Secretary
under subsection c¢), and determine which of the programs are the best managed and
carry out the highest quality research, education, extension, and training activities; and

(i) rate the programs according to their relative performance (as determined under
clause (1)) into no less than 5 categories, with each of the 2 best-performing categories
containing no more than 25 percent of the programs.”

Public Law 107-299 also requires the Secretary of Commerce to distribute all appropriations in
excess of FY2003 levels to any combination of: (1) Sea Grant programs, according to their
performance rating; (2) national strategic investments; (3) Sea Grant program qualifying
activities; and (4) Sea Grant colleges or institutes designated after this Act's enactment, but not
yet evaluated.

Section 7, Authorization of Appropriations, states:
c) DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.--In any fiscal year in which the appropriations made
under subsection (a)(1) exceed the amounts appropriated for fiscal year 2003 for the
purposes described in such subsection, the Secretary shall distribute any excess amounts
(except amounts used for the administration of the sea grant program) to any
combination of the following:

(1) sea grant programs, according to their rating under section 204(d)(3)(A);

“*(2) national strategic investments authorized under section 204(b)(4);

“(3) a college, university, institution, association, or alliance for activities that are
necessary for it to be designated as a sea grant college or sea grant institute;

10
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"*(4) a sea grant college or sea grant institute designated after the date of enactment of
the National Sea Grant College Program Act Amendments of 2002 but not yet evaluated
under section 204(d)(3)(A)."

Merit Funding and Bonus Funding Combined

In summary, the three key provisions of Public Law 107-299 that will affect the ratings and
allocation of funds during the second cycle of reviews are:

e The NSGO is required to rate programs according to their relative performance and
assign programs into no less than five categories.

e Each of the top two categories cannot contain more than 25 percent of the Sea Grant
programs.

e Appropriations above the FY2003 level can be allocated according to these ratings.

In order to meet these requirements, the NSGO will adopt a two-tier approach to funding
allocations related to performance evaluations.

e The first tier, or “merit funding” tier, retains the framework of the Cycle 1 merit funding.
All programs will continue to be assigned to a merit-funding category. Programs
assigned a rating of Category 1 (highest), 2 or 3, based on the NSGO Review, will
receive merit funding allocated similarly to the Cycle 1 allocation procedures. Categories
1 and 2 are reserved for programs that achieve the highest levels of performance.
Category 3 denotes programs that meet performance benchmarks.

e The second tier, or “bonus funding” tier, will at times be used to allocate part or all of the
funds appropriated in excess of the FY2003 appropriation. Bonus funding would go only
to programs that are rated in Category 1 (best-performing category) and are rated among
the top programs in “Category 1” (each of the 2 best-performing categories containing no
more than 25 percent of the programs). Currently, this would allow up to 14 programs to
receive bonus funding, or up to seven programs in each of the two bonus funding
categories. It would be expected that the NSGO would maintain a 2:1 ratio in the “bonus
pool” for the two “bonus” groups in Category 1.

In combination, the three merit categories plus the two bonus categories give the five groups
mandated by Congress:

First group (1A) — Top “Category 1” programs (currently limited to 7) receive
“Category 1” merit funds + the higher bonus

Second group (1B) — Next “Category 1” programs (currently limited to 7) receive
“Category 1” merit funds + the smaller bonus

11
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Third Group (1C) — All other “Category 1” programs (no limit) receive “Category 1”
merit funds / no bonus

Fourth Group — all “Category 2” programs receive “Category 2” merit funds / no bonus

Fifth Group — all “Category 3” programs receive “Category 3” merit funds / no bonus

Each program is assigned to a merit-funding category (Category 1, 2 or 3) that will not change
over the four-year period. There is no interim grading of programs in the “outyears”. Programs
are evaluated and rated once every four years through the PAT and NSGO process, and the
program’s rating is in effect for the full four years. The one change that may occur over time is a
program’s relative position in the new rating categories mandated by Congress, or in Sea Grant
terminology, the two new bonus categories.

Assignment to the two new bonus categories is dependent not only on a program’s rating, but
also on the distribution of the ratings of all programs. Consequently, with respect to the bonus
funding only, it is possible for a Sea Grant program not being reviewed to be affected. The
ratings of the seven or eight programs reviewed yearly may reorder the distribution of ratings
across programs. Each year it is possible for a program not reviewed to move into or out of a
bonus category (e.g., from Group 1B to 1C or vice versa) or to move up or down between the
two bonus categories (e.g., from Group 1A to 1B or vice versa).

Each year, the NSGO Director may add funds to the merit pool and/or the bonus pool in response
to actual appropriations. In the future, were appropriations to increase substantially, increases in
merit funding would be a primary mechanism for maintaining and enhancing Sea Grant’s
enabling infrastructure. Currently, as many as 14 programs in Category 1 would receive bonus
funding in addition to merit, in any given year. However, because Congress limits the number of
bonus programs, the actual allocations would depend on the distribution of the merit ratings and
the number of “Category 1” programs. As such, the merit pool would be expected to be larger
relative to the bonus pool.

The NSGO expects to provide preliminary notice to programs of the next fiscal year’s merit
funding and changes in bonus categories, if any, following finalization of the NSGO Review. A
funding letter will be prepared that will go to each Sea Grant program to indicate the dollar level
of the merit funding allocation a program will receive in the following fiscal year, assuming level
funding. The letter will also indicate whether a program’s rating makes it eligible for either of
the two bonus categories, along with a preliminary estimate of bonus funding for the following
fiscal year, again assuming level funding. Normally, this letter will be sent 10 months or more
ahead of the anniversary dates for renewal of omnibus grant awards.

12
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The hypothetical example below shows how a $3 million merit funding pool plus a $1 million
bonus funding pool might be allocated assuming 20 programs have been rated in “Category 1”.

Cycle 2 Merit and Bonus Funding

EOMerit Fund EBonus

250

200

150

$K

100

f o

Programs

It should be noted that it is possible that a particular group would not have any programs
assigned to it. For example, if there were 14 or fewer Category 1 programs, the Third Group (1C)
would have no programs assigned to it.

Programs with Significant Deficiencies: The major goal of the evaluation process is to help
programs improve. If as a result of the NSGO Review, a program is determined to have a
significant number of deficient program elements (fails to meet 20 percent or more of the
weighted benchmarks), the program will be assigned to the “Significant Deficiencies” (Category
4) and would not be eligible to receive merit funds over the next four-year cycle.

While occurring very rarely, if the NSGO Review determines that a program should receive a
rating of “Significant Deficiencies,” a corrective action plan will be required to address all the
deficient elements. The action plan identifies any changes in goals, organization, procedures,
planning and operations that need to be implemented to correct the deficiency. The action plan is
a joint effort of the Sea Grant institution and the NSGO. The plan should be in place within six
months of notification to the Sea Grant program of the “Significant Deficiencies” (Category 4)
rating and the need of corrective action. Failure to fully implement a corrective action plan and
to show significant improvement by the two-year mid-cycle mark, as determined by an
assessment team, could result in a program having its core funding reduced or decertification of
Sea Grant college or institutional status.

In addition, the NSGO Director may also require a program rated in Categories 1, 2 or 3 to
submit a corrective action plan for a particular area of the program. If the NSGO Review finds

that a program fails to meet the benchmark for a sub-element, the requirement for a partial
corrective action plan will be identified in the NSGO Report.
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Appendix F

A Multivariate Analysis of Potential Biases
in the Final Evaluation Scores

Because bivariate relationships can be obscured if the data generating processes
are multivariate, the data were also examined using a multivariate regression approach.
As was also true in the case of the bivariate statistical analyses, the multivariate model
was designed to explore the statistical significance of potential sources of bias in the
determination of National Sea Grant Office Final Evaluation Review (FE) scores. Thus
the model did not include measures of program accomplishments and success, but instead
assumed that the Program Assessment Team (PAT) and FE scores provide accurate
assessments of program quality according to the assessment criteria, but might be subject
to random errors associated with differences between Cycle 1 and Cycle 2, the number of
years that particular NSGO program officers are associated with: particular Sea Grant
programs; program seniority; the size of state and federal budget allocations awarded to
programs; the within cycle order of review of programs; and the number of years that
particular program officers have served as program officers. The general linear model
that was estimated can be represented by:

Cyele; , PO Confimilyy  Program Maturityy | State Budgel;
=/ Federal Budgely ,Order of Review; , PO Seniorityy;

where Cycle; is a binary variable used to differentiate between scores awarded in Cycle 1
and Cycle 2; PO Continuity is the number of years that a particular NSGO program
officer is assigned to the i"™ individual Sea Grant program during the jth review cycle;
Program Maturity is the number of years that elapsed between the initial chartering of the
i"™ individual Sea Grant program and the " review cycle; State Budget is the average state
budget allocated to the i" individual Sea Grant program for 2000 through 2002 for
observations from Cycle 1 and the 2003 budget for Cycle 2; Federal Budget is the
average federal budget allocated to the i"™ individual Sea Grant program for 2000 through
2002 for observations from Cycle 1 and the 2003 budget for Cycle 2; Order of Review is
a pair of binary variables used to differentiate between individual Sea Grant programs
reviewed in the first or second year of each cycle from those that were reviewed in the
third or fourth year of that cycle; and PO Seniority is a set of binary variables used to
differentiate between individual Sea Grant programs that were reviewed by program
officers with one or less, 2 or 3, 4 to 10, or more than 10 years of experience as program

FEy
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officers. With observations from Cycle 1 and Cycle 2, there were 44 observations
available to use in the analysis. The initial model coefficient estimates are:

Standard

Coefficients Error  P-value
Intercept 2.723 0.608 0.000
Cycle Dummy 0.068 0.156 0.667
PO Continuity -0.087 0.038 0.029
Program Maturity -0.040 0.019 0.046
State Budget 1.17E-07 2.32E-07  0.617
Federal Budget 7.68E-08 1.11E-07  0.493

Prog Reviewed in Year 1 0.049 0.186 0.793
Prog Reviewed in Year 2 0.088 0.162 0.591
PO Experience <=1 year  -0.277 0.411 0.505

PO Experience 2 to 3
years 0.093 0.212 0.664
PO Experience 4 to10
years -0.117 0.146 0.428

The structure of the model can be viewed as an attempt to explain variations in FE
scores for the individual programs using information or proxy information for potential
sources of bias that were suggested by the individual Sea Grant program directors. Thus,
if the model were to provide accurate predictions of the FE scores, there would be
evidence to support the concerns of the individual Sea Grant program directors. The
value of R? (0.292) indicates that the estimated model accounts for 29.2 percent of the
observed variation in FE scores. The F-statistic (1.359) is used to test whether the model
estimates provide a statistically significant improvement over simply using the average of
all FE scores as a predictor. The null hypothesis for the test is that the sum of squared
deviations of the estimates is not significantly different from the sum of squared
deviations about the mean. Because the probability that the null hypothesis is true (0.242)
is greater than 5 percent, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected.

Although the overall model performance does not lend credence to the
hypothesized biases, it is instructive to look at the model coefficients. The coefficients
are the partial derivatives of the model with respect to the explanatory variables. That is,
the coefficients are the estimated changes in the value of the FE score for a marginal
increase in the associated explanatory variable, holding the value of all other explanatory
variables constant.

The coefficient associated with the Cycle dummy suggests that there has been an
average increase of 0.068 points in the scores of programs in Cycle 2 relative to the
scores of programs in Cycle 1. This increase could be due to across-the-board
degradation in the programs or tougher grading, but the difference could also have
resulted from pure chance. Indeed, the probability that a value of 0.068 could have been
observed even if the truth were that there is no effect is 0.667; consequently, it can be
concluded that the estimated difference is not significantly different from zero.

The PO Continuity variable is associated with a coefficient of -0.087. This
suggests that for each additional year that a particular program officer spends working
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with a particular Sea Grant program, the average FE score falls by 0.087 points. This is
consistent with public testimony that suggested that the scores would be lower for
individual Sea Grant programs that enjoyed longer working relationships with their
program officers. Consequently, the relevant null (no effect) hypothesis is that this
coefficient is not significantly greater than zero. Because the probability of observing an
estimate of -0.087 if the true value of this coefficient were greater that or equal to zero is
0.014, the null hypothesis can be rejected. That is, there is statistical support for the
assertion that individual Sea Grant programs with long term relationships with their
program officers scored lower than programs with less program officer continuity.

The coefficient associated with the Program Maturity variable (-0.040) suggests
that for every additional year of age, program scores decline by 0.040 points. Because
testimony suggested that there is an inverse relationship between program age and the FE
score, the null hypothesis is that the estimated coefficient is greater than or equal to zero.
Because the probability that we would observe an estimate of -0.040 if the true value of
the coefficient were greater than or equal to zero is 0.023', the null hypothesis can be
rejected; there is statistical support for the assertion that mature programs are scored
lower than newer programs.

The coefficients associated with the magnitude of state and federal budgets
allocated to the individual Sea Grant programs indicate that programs with larger budgets
earn higher scores, but the effect is miniscule: a $1 increase in the individual program’s
state budget is associated with an increase of 1.17E-07 in the score, and a $1 increase in
the individual program’s federal budget is associated with an increase of 7.68E-08 in the
score. That is, to increase the score by 0.1 point, the individual program’s state budget
would need to be increased by about $8.5 million or the individual program’s federal
budget would need to be increased by about $13 million. Moreover, the standard errors of
the coefficient estimates are so large that the probabilities that differences in the
magnitude of state and federal budget allocations have no effect on FE scores are greater
than 50 percent.

The effect of Order of Review is represented by two binary variables, so the
influence of order of review must consider both coefficients together. The appropriate
test is an F-test that compares the predictive ability of the model presented above and a
model that differs from the above model by excluding the two binary variables used to
represent the order of review. The probability that the order of review has no statistically
significant influence on the FE score is 93 percent.

The effect of PO Seniority is represented by three binary variables, each of which
represents the average difference in scores awarded to programs with the most senior
program officers relative to the scores awarded to programs with one of the three
categories of less experienced program officers. The statistical significance of the
influence of program officer seniority is tested with an F-test similar to the test applied
for Order of Review. The probability that program officer seniority has no statistically
significant influence on the FE score is 64 percent.

Because preliminary analysis failed to eliminate the possibility that PO Continuity
or Program Maturity exercise statistically significant influence on FE scores, the model

! The p-value for a 1-tail test is one half the magnitude of the p-value for a 2-tail test; Excel’s regression
output defaults to a 2-tail p-value.
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was respecified using only those variables as explanations of the observed variation in
final scores. The restricted model coefficient estimates are:

Standard
Coefficients Error  P-value
Intercept 2.504 0.530  2.74E-05
PO Continuity -0.079 0.029 0.010
Program Maturity -0.023 0.015 0.137

Although the value of R” (0.184) for this simpler model is smaller than the R* for
the initial model (0.292), the difference in model performance is not statistically
significant.”

In the restricted model, the coefficient (-0.079) associated with the PO Continuity
variable suggests that for each additional year that a particular program officer spends
working with a particular individual Sea Grant program, the average FE score falls (is
improved) by 0.079 points. Again, because public testimony suggested that the scores
would be lower for programs that enjoyed longer working relationships with their
program officers, the null (no effect) hypothesis is that this coefficient is not significantly
greater than zero. Because the probability of observing an estimate of -0.079 if the true
value of this coefficient were greater that or equal to zero is 0.005, the null hypothesis
can be rejected. That is, there is again statistical support for the assertion that individual
Sea Grant programs that have enjoyed long term relationships with their program officers
scored lower (better) than programs with less program officer continuity.

The coefficient associated with the Program Maturity variable (-0.023) suggests
that for every additional year of age, program scores decline by 0.023 points. Because
testimony suggested that there is an inverse relationship between program age and the FE
score, the null hypothesis is that the estimated coefficient is greater than or equal to zero.
However, because there is a 0.069 probability of observing an estimate of -0.023 even if
the true value of the coefficient were greater than or equal to zero, the null hypothesis
cannot be rejected, thus there is insufficient statistical support for the assertion that
mature programs are scored lower than newer programs.

The results of the restricted model suggest that the model could be further
simplified without statistically significant loss of performance. The coefficient estimates
for a simple linear regression model are:

Standard
Coefficients Error  P-value
Intercept 1.715 0.103 0.000
PO Continuity -0.077 0.030 0.013

% If the true difference in performance between the initial model and the restricted model were zero, the
probability of observing this large of a decrease in model fit with the elimination of 8 explanatory variables
is 0.747.
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Although the value of R (0.138) for this model is again smaller than the R* for
the initial model (0.292), the difference in model performance is not statistically
signiﬁcan‘[.3

In this model, the PO Continuity variable is associated with a coefficient of -
0.077, suggesting that for each additional year that a particular program officer spends
working with a particular individual Sea Grant program, the average FE score falls
(improves) by 0.077 points. Again, because public testimony suggested that the scores
would be lower for Sea Grant Colleges and Institutes that enjoyed longer working
relationships with their program officers, the null (no effect) hypothesis is that this
coefficient is not significantly greater than zero. Because the probability of observing an
estimate of -0.077 if the true value of this coefficient were greater that or equal to zero is
only 0.007, the null hypothesis can be rejected. That is, there is again statistical support
for the assertion that individual Sea Grant programs with long term relationships with
program officers are scored lower (better) than programs with less program officer
continuity.

In summary, the results of the multivariate analysis are generally consistent with
the results of the bivariate analyses and do not support the suggestions that the FE scores
are biased as a result of program officer seniority, program funding levels, program
maturity, order of review within a cycle, or between Cycle 1 and Cycle 2. However, there
is persistent and statistically significant evidence that program officer continuity with the
individual Sea Grant program is inversely related to the FE score. Indeed, there is less
than a 0.007 probability of observing an estimate as large as |-0.077| if the true value of
the coefficient were zero.

The analysis suggests that knowing how long a program officer has been assigned
to a state program carries information that is reflected in the FE scores, but the analysis
does not identify whether the observed effect is a consequence of program officers
representing the program during the PAT or FE or due to the program officers helping to
mentor the individual Sea Grant programs or some other cause. While an effect of 0.077
points seems small, in 2004-05, the average difference between Category 1A and
Category 1B was 0.13 points, the predicted equivalent magnitude of a two-year
difference in the length of time that a particular program officer is assigned to a particular
individual Sea Grant program. The average difference between Category 1B and
Category 1C is of a similar magnitude. Thus for two otherwise identical individual Sea
Grant programs that deserve to be rated in Category 1 A—one with a new program officer
and one with a program officer who has been with their individual Sea Grant program for
4 years—the program with the new officer would be expected to score 0.307 points
higher (worse), a difference large enough to move it from Category 1A to Category 1C.

3 If the true difference in performance between the initial model and the restricted model were zero, the
probability of observing this large of a decrease in model fit with the elimination of 9 explanatory variables
is 0.622.
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Appendix G

Expected Indicators of Performance and Other Issues of Importance

(Reprinted from NSGO, 2005a, pp. 57-59.)

There are many ways that information regarding the expected indicators of
performance can be presented in the briefing book and during the PAT review. The
following outline is intended only to provide an example of how this information might
be organized in the briefing book appendix; it is anticipated that the presentation will be
tailored to suit the needs of each individual program.

I. Organizing and Managing the Program Indicators:

A. Leadership of the Program —
1. Management Team composition and responsibilities (0.5 page narrative / organization chart)
2. Percentage time Director and staff devote to SG (FTEs)
3. Advisory Boards membership and function (expertise, meeting schedule, recommendations) (0.5
page)

B. Institutional Setting and Support —

1. Setting of the program within the university or consortium organization and reporting structure (0.5
page wire diagram)

C. Project Selection —
1. Brief description of the process used to develop RFP priorities (0.5 page)

2. Number of Preproposals and Full Proposals submitted, and institutions represented / institutions
available in state

1* Biennial Cycle 2" Biennial Cycle Total
Preproposals # # #
Full Proposals # # #
Institutions # # #

3. Brief description of the review process including composition of review panels (0.5 page)

D. Recruiting Talent —
1. New vs. continuing projects and Pl’s
2. Recruitment of PI’s/institutions
3. Relative success of home institution
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4.  Success in national competitions
5. Regional/multi-program projects

Yrl Yr2 Yr3 Yr4  Total
New projects # # # # #
Continuing projects # # # # #
New PIs # # # # #
Success of home institution # # # # #
New institutions # # # # #
Success in national competitions % % % % %
Regional & multi-program projects # # # # #

E. Integrated Program Components —
1. Integration of outreach and research program elements (0.5 page)
2. Core Federal and matching funds and distribution among program elements over the last 8 years

Distribution (Research, Extension,
Education, Communications, Program

Year SG Match Development, Administration,)
Year 1 $ $ R=% Ex=$ Ed=$ C=$ PD=$ A=$
Year 2 $ $ R=$ Ex=$ Ed=$ C=$ PD=§ A=$%
Year 3 $ $ R=$ Ex=$ Ed=$ C=$ PD=§ A=$§
Year 4 $ $ R=$ Ex=$ Ed=§ C=$ PD=§ A=§
Year 5 $ $ R=$ Ex=$ Ed=§ C=$ PD=$§ A=$
Year 6 $ $ R=$ Ex=$ Ed=§ C=$ PD=$§ A=$
Year 7 $ $ R=$ Ex=$ Ed=$ C=$ PD=$§ A=$
Year 8 $ $ R=$ Ex=$ Ed=$ C=$ PD=$§ A=$

3. Leveraged funding from partners (NOAA, other Federal, State and local) for the program over the
last 8 years

4. National competition funding (NSIs, pass through awards) over the last 8 years

5. Additional Program Funding through grants, contracts and development activities over the last 8
years

II. Connecting Sea Grant with Users Indicators:

A. Engagement with Appropriate User Communities —
1. Leadership by staff on boards and committees (0.5 page)

B. Partnerships — (0.5 page)
1. Effective local, regional and national interactions/collaborations including NOAA programs
2. Leveraged funding from partners (NOAA, other Federal, State and local) for the program

III. Effective and Aggressive Long-Range Planning Indicators:
A. Strategic Planning Process - (1 page)

1. Stakeholder and staff involvement (numbers and duration) and integration of input into planning
2.Plan development (or reassessing priorities), selection process, and clear articulation of priorities

B. Strategic Plan Quality (1page)
1. Short to long-term functional and management goals established

C. Implementation Plan — (1 page)
1. Distribution of investment/effort to meet strategic plan priorities
2. Identification of short to long-term benchmarks
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3. Work plan developed for integration of program elements

IV. Producing Significant Results Indicators:

A.

Contributions to Science and Technology — (1 page)

1. Number of publications (journal articles, book chapters, reports, etc.) (Publication list is a separate
Appendix)

2. Invention disclosures and patents

Contributions to Extension, Communications and Education
1. Extension — Sponsorship of education programs and target audience participation; Internal
evaluation processes for products and programs, Staff and product awards
2. Communications — Number, list and diversity of products produced (print, audio, video, web, etc.);
Staff and product awards
3. Education — Numbers of graduate and undergraduate students supported, including fellowships and
internships; Staff and product awards

Students Year1 Year2 Year3 Year4 Total
Undergraduate  # # # # #
Graduate # # # # #

. Impact on Society, the Economy, and the Environment — This element should make up the bulk of

the discussion in Section 1 of the briefing book, but programs may wish to include additional
information here.

1. Descriptions of the most important impacts

2. Positive environmental impacts and economic and social benefits resulting from changes in behavior
of individuals, businesses, and institutions

. Success in Achieving Planned Program Outcomes — There are no expected indicators for this

element that need to be included in the appendix. Programs should address this element as part of
Section 1 and/or during their PAT review.
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Appendix H

U.S. Code, Title 33, Chapter 22'

33 U.S.C. CHAPTER 22 - SEA GRANT COLLEGES AND MARINE SCIENCE
DEVELOPMENT

TITLE 33 - NAVIGATION AND NAVIGABLE WATERS

CHAPTER 22 - SEA GRANT COLLEGES AND MARINE SCIENCE DEVELOPMENT

SUBCHAPTER I - MARINE RESOURCES AND ENGINEERING DEVELOPMENT
Sec.

1101. Congressional declaration of policy and objectives.

1102. Omitted.

1103. Executive responsibilities; utilization of staff, interagency, and non-Government
advisory

arrangements; consultation with agencies;
solicitation of views of non-Federal agencies.
1104, 1105. Omitted.
1106. Reports to Congress.
1107. Definitions.
1108. Omitted.

SUBCHAPTER 1I - NATIONAL SEA GRANT COLLEGE PROGRAM
Sec.
1121. Congressional declaration of policy.
(a) Findings.
(b) Objective.

(c) Purpose.
1122. Definitions.
1123.  National sea grant college program.

(a) Program maintenance.

(b) Program elements.

(c) Responsibilities of Secretary.

(d) Director of National Sea Grant College Program.
1124. Program or project grants and contracts.

(a) Omitted.

(b) Special grants; maximum amount; prerequisites.

(c) Eligibility and procedure.

(d) Terms and conditions.

! This appendix does not include all sections of Chapter 33. Those sections that have been omitted are
listed as omitted in the text of this appendix.
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1124a, 1125. Repealed (and omitted here).
1126. Sea grant colleges and sea grant institutes.
(a) Designation.
(b) Existing designees.
(c) Suspension or termination of designation.
(d) Duties.
(e) Annual report on progress.
1127.  Fellowships.
(a) In general.
(b) Dean John A. Knauss Marine Policy Fellowship.

1128. Sea grant review panel.
(a) Establishment.
(b) Duties.
(c) Membership, terms, and powers.
1129. Interagency cooperation.
1130. Repealed (and omitted here).
1131. Authorization of appropriations.

(a) Authorization.

(b) Limitations.

(c) Distribution of funds.

(d) Availability of sums.

(e) Reversion of unobligated amounts.

-End-

-HEAD-
Sec. 1101. Congressional declaration of policy and objectives

-STATUTE-

(a) It is hereby declared to be the policy of the United States
to develop, encourage, and maintain a coordinated, comprehensive,
and long-range national program in marine science for the benefit
of mankind to assist in protection of health and property,
enhancement of commerce, transportation, and national security,
rehabilitation of our commercial fisheries, and increased
utilization of these and other resources.

(b) The marine science activities of the United States should be
conducted so as to contribute to the following objectives:

(1) The accelerated development of the resources of the marine
environment.

(2) The expansion of human knowledge of the marine environment.

(3) The encouragement of private investment enterprise in
exploration, technological development, marine commerce, and
economic utilization of the resources of the marine environment.

(4) The preservation of the role of the United States as a
leader in marine science and resource development.

(5) The advancement of education and training in marine
science.

(6) The development and improvement of the capabilities,
performance, use, and efficiency of vehicles, equipment, and
instruments for use in exploration, research, surveys, the
recovery of resources, and the transmission of energy in the
marine environment.

(7) The effective utilization of the scientific and engineering
resources of the Nation, with close cooperation among all
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interested agencies, public and private, in order to avoid
unnecessary duplication of effort, facilities, and equipment, or
waste.

(8) The cooperation by the United States with other nations and
groups of nations and international organizations in marine
science activities when such cooperation is in the national
interest.

-SOURCE-
(Pub. L. 89-454, title I, Sec. 2, June 17, 1966, 80 Stat. 203.)

-MISC1-
SHORT TITLE
Section 1 of title I of Pub. L. 89-454, as renumbered and amended
by Pub. L. 89-688, Sec. 2(a), Oct. 15, 1966, 80 Stat. 1001,
provided that: "This title [enacting this subchapter] may be cited
as the 'Marine Resources and Engineering Development Act of 1966'."

-SECREF-
SECTION REFERRED TO IN OTHER SECTIONS
This section is referred to in section 1103 of this title.

-End-

-HEAD-
Sec. 1102. Omitted
-End-

-HEAD-

Sec. 1103. Executive responsibilities; utilization of staff,
interagency, and non-Government advisory arrangements;
consultation with agencies; solicitation of views of non-Federal
agencies

-STATUTE-

(a) In conformity with the provisions of section 1101 of this
title, it shall be the duty of the President with the advice and
assistance of the Council to -

(1) survey all significant marine science activities, including
the policies, plans, programs, and accomplishments of all
departments and agencies of the United States engaged in such
activities;

(2) develop a comprehensive program of marine science
activities, including, but not limited to, exploration,
description and prediction of the marine environment,
exploitation and conservation of the resources of the marine
environment, marine engineering, studies of air-sea interaction,
transmission of energy, and communications, to be conducted by
departments and agencies of the United States, independently or
in cooperation with such non-Federal organizations as States,
institutions and industry;

(3) designate and fix responsibility for the conduct of the
foregoing marine science activities by departments and agencies
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of the United States;

(4) insure cooperation and resolve differences arising among
departments and agencies of the United States with respect to
marine science activities under this subchapter, including
differences as to whether a particular project is a marine
science activity;

(5) undertake a comprehensive study, by contract or otherwise,
of the legal problems arising out of the management, use,
development, recovery, and control of the resources of the marine
environment;

(6) establish long-range studies of the potential benefits to
the United States economy, security, health, and welfare to be
gained from marine resources, engineering, and science, and the
costs involved in obtaining such benefits; and

(7) review annually all marine science activities conducted by
departments and agencies of the United States in light of the
policies, plans, programs, and priorities developed pursuant to
this chapter.

(b) In the planning and conduct of a coordinated Federal program
the President and the Council shall utilize such staff,
interagency, and non-Government advisory arrangements as they may
find necessary and appropriate and shall consult with departments
and agencies concerned with marine science activities and solicit
the views of non-Federal organizations and individuals with
capabilities in marine sciences.

-SOURCE-
(Pub. L. 89-454, title I, Sec. 4, June 17, 1966, 80 Stat. 205; Pub.
L. 89-688, Sec. 2(b), Oct. 15, 1966, 80 Stat. 1001.)

MISCI omitted
-End-

-HEAD-
Secs. 1104, 1105. Omitted
-End-

-HEAD-
Sec. 1106. Reports to Congress

-STATUTE-

(a) The President shall transmit to the Congress biennially in
January a report, which shall include (1) a comprehensive
description of the activities and the accomplishments of all
agencies and departments of the United States in the field of
marine science during the preceding fiscal year, and (2) an
evaluation of such activities and accomplishments in terms of the
objectives set forth pursuant to this chapter.

(b) Reports made under this section shall contain such
recommendations for legislation as the President may consider
necessary or desirable for the attainment of the objectives of this
chapter, and shall contain an estimate of funding requirements of
each agency and department of the United States for marine science
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activities during the succeeding fiscal year.

-SOURCE-
(Pub. L. 89-454, title I, Sec. 7, June 17, 1966, 80 Stat. 207; Pub.
L. 99-386, title 11, Sec. 203(a), Aug. 22, 1986, 100 Stat. 823.)

-MISC1-
AMENDMENTS
1986 - Subsec. (a). Pub. L. 99-386 substituted "biennially in
January" for "in January of each year".

-End-

-HEAD-
Sec. 1107. Definitions

-STATUTE-

For the purposes of this subchapter, the term "marine science"
shall be deemed to apply to oceanographic and scientific endeavors
and disciplines, and engineering and technology in and with
relation to the marine environment; and the term "marine
environment" shall be deemed to include (a) the oceans, (b) the
Continental Shelf of the United States, (c) the Great Lakes, (d)
seabed and subsoil of the submarine areas adjacent to the coasts of
the United States to the depth of two hundred meters, or beyond
that limit, to where the depths of the superjacent waters admit of
the exploitation of the natural resources of such areas, (e) the
seabed and subsoil of similar submarine areas adjacent to the
coasts of islands which comprise United States territory, and (f)
the resources thereof.

-SOURCE-
(Pub. L. 89-454, title I, Sec. 8, June 17, 1966, 80 Stat. 208; Pub.
L. 89-688, Sec. 2(b), Oct. 15, 1966, 80 Stat. 1001.)

-MISC1-
AMENDMENTS
1966 - Pub. L. 89-688 substituted "this title" for "this Act",
which, for purposes of codification, has been changed to "this
subchapter".

-End-
-HEAD-

Sec. 1108. Omitted
-End-

-HEAD-

SUBCHAPTER II - NATIONAL SEA GRANT COLLEGE PROGRAM

-SECREF-
SUBCHAPTER REFERRED TO IN OTHER SECTIONS
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This subchapter is referred to in title 22 section 2220a.

-End-

-HEAD-

Sec. 1121. Congressional declaration of policy

-STATUTE-

(a) Findings
The Congress finds and declares the following:
(1) The national interest requires a strategy to -

(A) provide for the understanding and wise use of ocean,
coastal, and Great Lakes resources and the environment;

(B) foster economic competitiveness;

(C) promote public stewardship and wise economic development
of the coastal ocean and its margins, the Great Lakes, and the
exclusive economic zone;

(D) encourage the development of forecast and analysis
systems for coastal hazards;

(E) understand global environmental processes; and

(F) promote domestic and international cooperative solutions
to ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes issues.

(2) Investment in a strong program of research, education,
training, technology transfer, and public service is essential
for this strategy.

(3) The expanding use and development of ocean, coastal, and
Great Lakes resources resulting from growing coastal area
populations and the increasing pressures on the coastal and Great
Lakes environment challenge the ability of the United States to
manage such resources wisely.

(4) The vitality of the Nation and the quality of life of its
citizens depend increasingly on the understanding, assessment,
development, utilization, and conservation of ocean, coastal, and
Great Lakes resources. These resources supply food, energy, and
minerals and contribute to human health, the quality of the
environment, national security, and the enhancement of commerce.

(5) The understanding, assessment, development, utilization,
and conservation of such resources require a broad commitment and
an intense involvement on the part of the Federal Government in
continuing partnership with State and local governments, private
industry, universities, organizations, and individuals concerned
with or affected by ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources.

(6) The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
through the national sea grant college program, offers the most
suitable locus and means for such commitment and involvement
through the promotion of activities that will result in greater
such understanding, assessment, development, utilization, and
conservation. The most cost-effective way to promote such
activities is through continued and increased Federal support of
the establishment, development, and operation of programs and
projects by sea grant colleges, sea grant institutes, and other
institutions, including strong collaborations between
Administration scientists and scientists at academic
institutions.
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(b) Objective

The objective of this subchapter is to increase the
understanding, assessment, development, utilization, and
conservation of the Nation's ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes
resources by providing assistance to promote a strong educational
base, responsive research and training activities, broad and prompt
dissemination of knowledge and techniques, and multidisciplinary
approaches to environmental problems.
(c) Purpose

It is the purpose of the Congress to achieve the objective of
this subchapter by extending and strengthening the national sea
grant program, initially established in 1966, to promote research,
education, training, and advisory service activities in fields
related to ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources.

-SOURCE-

(Pub. L. 89-454, title II, Sec. 202, as added Pub. L. 89-688, Sec.
1, Oct. 15, 1966, 80 Stat. 998; amended Pub. L. 94-461, Sec. 2,
Oct. 8, 1976, 90 Stat. 1961; Pub. L. 95-428, Sec. 2(b), Oct. 7,
1978, 92 Stat. 999; Pub. L. 100-220, title III, Secs. 3103,
3104(b)(1)(A), (B), Dec. 29, 1987, 101 Stat. 1469, 1470; Pub. L.
105-160, Sec. 3, Mar. 6, 1998, 112 Stat. 21; Pub. L. 107-299, Sec.
2, Nov. 26, 2002, 116 Stat. 2345.)

-MISCI1-

AMENDMENTS

2002 - Subsec. (a)(6). Pub. L. 107-299 inserted ", including
strong collaborations between Administration scientists and
scientists at academic institutions" before period at end.

1998 - Subsec. (a)(1)(D) to (F). Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 3(a),
added subpar. (D) and redesignated former subpars. (D) and (E) as
(E) and (F), respectively.

Subsec. (a)(6). Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 3(b), substituted "The most
cost-effective way to promote such activities is through continued
and increased Federal support of the establishment, development,
and operation of programs and projects by sea grant colleges, sea
grant institutes, and other institutions." for "Continued and
increased Federal support of the establishment, development, and
operation of programs and projects by sea grant colleges, sea grant
regional consortia, institutions of higher education, institutes,
laboratories, and other appropriate public and private entities is
the most cost-effective way to promote such activities."

1987 - Subsec. (a). Pub. L. 100-220, Secs. 3103(1),
3104(b)(1)(A), added pars. (1) to (3), redesignated former pars.
(1) to (3) as (4) to (6), respectively, and substituted "ocean,
coastal, and Great Lakes resources" for "ocean and coastal
resources” in pars. (4) and (5).

Subsec. (b). Pub. L. 100-220, Sec. 3103(2), substituted "ocean,
coastal, and Great Lakes resources by providing assistance to
promote a strong educational base, responsive research and training
activities, broad and prompt dissemination of knowledge and
techniques, and multidisciplinary approaches to environmental
problems." for "ocean and coastal resources by providing assistance
to promote a strong educational base, responsive research and
training activities, and broad and prompt dissemination of
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knowledge and techniques."

Subsec. (¢). Pub. L. 100-220, Sec. 3104(b)(1)(B), substituted
"ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources" for "ocean and coastal
resources".

1978 - Subsec. (a)(3). Pub. L. 95-428 substituted "national sea
grant college program" for "national sea grant program".

1976 - Pub. L. 94-461 completely rewrote the Congressional
statement of findings, objectives, and purposes of the National Sea
Grant Program Act to reflect the extension and strengthening of the
national sea grant program to promote research, education,
training, and advisory service activities in fields related to
ocean and coastal resources through federal support to sea grant
colleges, sea grant regional consortia, and other institutions
through the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and to
make education, training, research, and advisory services
responsive to state, local, regional, or national needs and
problems.

SHORT TITLE OF 2002 AMENDMENT
Pub. L. 107-299, Sec. 1, Nov. 26, 2002, 116 Stat. 2345, provided
that: "This Act [enacting section 857-20 of this title, amending
this section and sections 1123, 1124, 1126 to 1128, and 1131 of
this title, and enacting provisions set out as a note under section
1123 of this title] may be cited as the 'National Sea Grant College
Program Act Amendments of 2002"."

SHORT TITLE OF 1998 AMENDMENT

Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 1, Mar. 6, 1998, 112 Stat. 21, provided
that: "This Act [enacting section 1541 of Title 15, Commerce and
Trade, amending this section and sections 1122, 1123, 1126 to 1128,
and 1131 of this title, repealing section 1124a of this title, and
enacting provisions set out as notes under sections 1123 and 1131
of this title] may be cited as the 'National Sea Grant College
Program Reauthorization Act of 1998"."

SHORT TITLE OF 1991 AMENDMENT
Pub. L. 102-186, Sec. 1, Dec. 4, 1991, 105 Stat. 1282, provided
that: "This Act [amending sections 1122 to 1124, 1127, 1128, and
1131 of this title and section 4741 of Title 16, Conservation, and
repealing sections 1125 and 1130 of this title] may be cited as the
'National Sea Grant College Program Authorization Act of 1991"."

SHORT TITLE OF 1987 AMENDMENT

Section 3001 of title III of Pub. L. 100-220 provided that: "This
title [amending this section and sections 1122 to 1131 of this
title and enacting provisions set out as notes under this section
and sections 883a and 1125 of this title] may be cited as the
'Marine Science, Technology, and Policy Development Act of 1987"."

Section 3101 of subtitle A (Secs. 3101-3111) of title III of Pub.
L. 100-220 provided that: "This subtitle [amending this section and
sections 1122 to 1131 of this title and enacting provisions set out
as a note under section 1125 of this title] may be cited as the
'National Sea Grant College Program Authorization Act of 1987"."

SHORT TITLE OF 1976 AMENDMENT
Section 1 of Pub. L. 94-461 provided: "That this Act [enacting
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sections 1124a, 1125, 1126, 1127, 1128, 1129, 1130, and 1131 of

this title and amending this section, sections 1122, 1123, and 1124

of this title, sections 5314 and 5315 of Title 5, Government
Organization and Employees, and provisions set out as notes under

this section, section 1511 of Title 15, Commerce and Trade, and in

the Appendix to Title 5, Government Organization and Employees] may
be cited as the 'Sea Grant Program Improvement Act of 1976"."

SHORT TITLE
Section 201 of title II of Pub. L. 89-454, as added by section 1
of Pub. L. 89-688, and amended by Pub. L. 94-461, Sec. 2, Oct. 8§,
1976, 90 Stat. 1961; Pub. L. 95-428, Sec. 2(a), Oct. 7, 1978, 92
Stat. 999, provided that: "This title [enacting this subchapter]
may be cited as the 'National Sea Grant College Program Act'."

-SECREF-
SECTION REFERRED TO IN OTHER SECTIONS
This section is referred to in sections 1124, 1126 of this title.

-End-

-HEAD-
Sec. 1122. Definitions

-STATUTE-
As used in this subchapter -
(1) The term "Administration" means the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration.
(2) The term "Director" means the Director of the national sea
grant college program, appointed pursuant to section 1123(b) (!1)
of this title.

(3) the (!12) term "director of a sea grant college" means a
person designated by his or her institution to direct a sea grant
college or sea grant institute.

(4) The term "field related to ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes
resources" means any discipline or field, including marine
affairs, resource management, technology, education, or science,
which is concerned with or likely to improve the understanding,
assessment, development, utilization, or conservation of ocean,
coastal, or Great Lakes resources.

(5) The term "institution" means any public or private
institution of higher education, institute, laboratory, or State
or local agency.

(6) The term "includes" and variants thereof should be read as
if the phrase "but is not limited to" were also set forth.

(7) The term "ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources" means
the resources that are located in, derived from, or traceable to,
the seabed, subsoil, and waters of -

(A) the coastal zone, as defined in section 1453(1) of title

16;

(B) the Great Lakes;
(C) Lake Champlain (to the extent that such resources have
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hydrological, biological, physical, or geological
characteristics and problems similar or related to those of the
Great Lakes);

(D) the territorial sea;

(E) the exclusive economic zone;

(F) the Outer Continental Shelf; and

(G) the high seas.

(8) The term "resource" means -

(A) living resources (including natural and cultured plant
life, fish, shellfish, marine mammals, and wildlife);

(B) nonliving resources (including energy sources, minerals,
and chemical substances);

(C) the habitat of a living resource, the coastal space, the
ecosystems, the nutrient-rich areas, and the other components
of the marine environment that contribute to or provide (or
which are capable of contributing to or providing)
recreational, scenic, esthetic, biological, habitational,
commercial, economic, or conservation values; and

(D) man-made, tangible, intangible, actual, or potential
resources.

(9) The term "panel" means the sea grant review panel
established under section 1128 of this title.

(10) The term "person" means any individual; any public or
private corporation, partnership, or other association or entity
(including any sea grant college, sea grant institute or other
institution); or any State, political subdivision of a State, or
agency or officer thereof.

(11) The term "project" means any individually described
activity in a field related to ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes
resources involving research, education, training, or advisory
services administered by a person with expertise in such a field.

(12) The term "sea grant college" means any institution, or any
association or alliance of two or more such institutions,
designated as such by the Secretary under section 1126 of this
title.

(13) The term "sea grant institute" means any institution, or
any association or alliance of two or more such institutions,
designated as such by the Secretary under section 1126 of this
title.

(14) The term "sea grant program" means a program of research
and outreach which is administered by one or more sea grant
colleges or sea grant institutes.

(15) The term "Secretary" means the Secretary of Commerce,
acting through the Under Secretary of Commerce for Oceans and
Atmosphere.

(16) The term "State" means any State of the United States, the
District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Mariana
Islands, or any other territory or possession of the United
States.

-SOURCE-

(Pub. L. 89-454, title II, Sec. 203, as added Pub. L. 89-688, Sec.
1, Oct. 15, 1966, 80 Stat. 999; amended Pub. L. 90-477, Sec. 1(1),
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Aug. 11, 1968, 82 Stat. 704; Pub. L. 91-349, July 23, 1970, 84
Stat. 448; Pub. L. 93-73, Sec. 1(1), (5), July 10, 1973, 87 Stat.

170; Pub. L. 94-461, Sec. 2, Oct. 8, 1976, 90 Stat. 1962; Pub. L.
95-428, Sec. 2(b), Oct. 7, 1978, 92 Stat. 999; Pub. L. 96-289, Sec.
1(1), June 28, 1980, 94 Stat. 605; Pub. L. 100-220, title II, Sec.
3104(a), (b)(1)(C), Dec. 29, 1987, 101 Stat. 1470; Pub. L. 102-186,
Sec. 5(b)(1), Dec. 4, 1991, 105 Stat. 1284; Pub. L. 102-251, title
II1, Sec. 307(a), Mar. 9, 1992, 106 Stat. 66; Pub. L. 105-160, Sec.
4(a), Mar. 6, 1998, 112 Stat. 21; Pub. L. 105-174, title III, Sec.
10003, May 1, 1998, 112 Stat. 99.)

-STATAMEND-
AMENDMENT OF SECTION
Pub. L. 102-251, title III, Secs. 307(a), 308, Mar. 9, 1992, 106
Stat. 66, provided that, effective on the date on which the
Agreement between the United States and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics on the Maritime Boundary, signed June 1, 1990,
enters into force for the United States, with authority to
prescribe implementing regulations effective Mar. 9, 1992, but with
no such regulation to be effective until the date on which the
Agreement enters into force for the United States, paragraph (6) of
this section is amended:

(1) by striking "and" at the end of subparagraph (E);

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (F) as subparagraph (G); and

(3) by inserting immediately after subparagraph (E) the following
new subparagraph:

(F) the areas referred to as eastern special areas in Article
3(1) of the Agreement between the United States of America and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Maritime Boundary,
signed June 1, 1990; in particular, those areas east of the
maritime boundary, as defined in that Agreement, that lie within
200 nautical miles of the baselines from which the breadth of the
territorial sea of Russia is measured but beyond 200 nautical miles
of the baselines from which the breadth of the territorial sea of
the United States is measured; and

-REFTEXT-
REFERENCES IN TEXT
Section 1123 of this title, referred to in par. (2), was amended
generally by Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 5, Mar. 6, 1998, 112 Stat. 22,
and, as so amended, provisions relating to appointment of the
Director of the National Sea Grant College Program, which formerly
appeared in subsec. (b), are contained in subsec. (d).

-MISC1-
AMENDMENTS

1998 - Par. (3). Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 4(a)(1), substituted "his
or her" for "their university or" and "college or sea grant
institute" for "college, programs, or regional consortium".

Par. (4). Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 4(a)(2), added par. (4) and
struck out former par. (4) which read as follows: "The term 'field
related to ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources' means any
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discipline or field (including marine science (and the physical,
natural, and biological sciences, and engineering, included

therein), marine technology, education, marine affairs and resource
management, economics, sociology, communications, planning, law,
international affairs, and public administration) which is

concerned with or likely to improve the understanding, assessment,
development, utilization, or conservation of ocean, coastal, and
Great Lakes resources."

Par. (5). Pub. L. 105-174, Sec. 10003(1), redesignated par. (6)
as (5) and struck out former par. (5) which read as follows: "The
term 'Great Lakes' includes Lake Champlain."

Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 4(a)(3), added par. (5). Former par. (5)
redesignated (7).

Par. (6). Pub. L. 105-174, Sec. 10003(1), redesignated par. (7)
as (6). Former par. (6) redesignated (5).

Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 4(a)(3), added par. (6). Former par. (6)
redesignated (8).

Par. (7). Pub. L. 105-174, Sec. 10003, redesignated par. (8) as
(7), added subpar. (C), and redesignated former subpars. (C) to (F)
as (D) to (G), respectively. Former par. (7) redesignated (6).

Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 4(a)(3), redesignated par. (5) as (7).
Former par. (7) redesignated (9).

Pars. (8) to (10). Pub. L. 105-174, Sec. 10003(1), redesignated
pars. (9) to (11) as (8) to (10), respectively. Former par. (8)
redesignated (7).

Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 4(a)(3), redesignated pars. (6) to (8) as
(8) to (10), respectively. Former pars. (9) and (10) redesignated
(11) and (12), respectively.

Par. (11). Pub. L. 105-174, Sec. 10003(1), redesignated par. (12)
as (11). Former par. (11) redesignated (10).

Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 4(a)(3), (4), redesignated par. (9) as (11)
and substituted "institute or other institution" for "regional
consortium, institution of higher education, institute, or
laboratory". Former par. (11) redesignated (13).

Pars. (12) to (17). Pub. L. 105-174, Sec. 10003(1), redesignated
pars. (13) to (17) as (12) to (16), respectively. Former par. (12)
redesignated (11).

Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 4(a)(5), added pars. (12) to (17) and
struck out former pars. (12) to (17) which defined "sea grant
college", "sea grant program", "sea grant regional consortium",
"Secretary", "State", and "Under Secretary", respectively.

Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 4(a)(3), redesignated pars. (10) to (15) as
(12) to (17), respectively.

1991 - Par. (4). Pub. L. 102-186 inserted "marine affairs and
resource management,” after "education,".

1987 - Pars. (2), (3). Pub. L. 100-220, Sec. 3104(a)(1), (2),
added par. (3), redesignated former par. (3) as (2), and struck out
former par. (2) which read as follows: "The term 'Administrator'
means the Administrator of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration."

Par. (4). Pub. L. 100-220, Sec. 3104(b)(1)(C), substituted
"ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources" for "ocean and coastal
resources” in two places.

Par. (6). Pub. L. 100-220, Sec. 3104(a)(3), added par. (6) and
struck out former par. (6) which read as follows: "The term 'marine
environment' means the coastal zone, as defined in section 1453(1)
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of title 16; the seabed, subsoil, and waters of the Great Lakes and
the territorial sea of the United States; the waters of any zone

over which the United States asserts exclusive fishery management
authority; the waters of the high seas; and the seabed and subsoil
of and beyond the outer Continental Shelf."

Par. (7). Pub. L. 100-220, Sec. 3104(a)(3), added par. (7) and
struck out former par. (7) which read as follows: "The term 'ocean
and coastal resource' means any resource (whether living,
nonliving, manmade, tangible, intangible, actual, or potential)
which is located in, derived from, or traceable to, the marine
environment. Such term includes the habitat of any such living
resource, the coastal space, the ecosystems, the nutrient-rich
areas, and the other components of the marine environment which
contribute to or provide (or which are capable of contributing to
or providing) recreational, scenic, esthetic, biological,
habitational, commercial, economic, or conservation values. Living
resources include natural and cultured plant life, fish, shellfish,
marine mammals, and wildlife. Nonliving resources include energy
sources, minerals, and chemical substances."

Par. (11). Pub. L. 100-220, Sec. 3104(b)(1)(C), substituted
"ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources" for "ocean and coastal
resources".

Par. (15). Pub. L. 100-220, Sec. 3104(a)(4), added par. (15).

1980 - Par. (6). Pub. L. 96-289 extended term "marine
environment" to include waters of Great Lakes.

1978 - Pub. L. 95-428 substituted "national sea grant college
program" for "national sea grant program".

1976 - Pub. L. 94-461 substituted provisions defining terms used
in this subchapter for provisions designating Secretary of Commerce
as administering authority for national sea grant program and
authorizing appropriations through fiscal 1976.

1973 - Subsec. (a). Pub. L. 93-73, Sec. 1(5), substituted
"Secretary of Commerce" and "Secretary" for "National Science
Foundation" and "Foundation", respectively.

Subsec. (b)(1). Pub. L. 93-73, Sec. 1(1), (5), authorized
appropriations of $30,000,000; $40,000,000; and $50,000,000 for
fiscal years ending June 30, 1974, 1975, and 1976, and substituted
"Secretary" for "Foundation".

1970 - Subsec. (b)(1). Pub. L. 91-349 authorized appropriations
for fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, not to exceed the sum of
$20,000,000, for fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, not to exceed
the sum of $25,000,000, and for fiscal year ending June 30, 1973,
not to exceed the sum of $30,000,000.

1968 - Subsec. (b)(1). Pub. L. 90-477 authorized appropriations
for fiscal year ending June 30, 1969, not to exceed the sum of
$6,000,000, and for fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, not to exceed
the sum of $15,000,000.

EFFECTIVE DATE OF 1992 AMENDMENT

Amendment by Pub. L. 102-251 effective on date on which Agreement

between the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics on the Maritime Boundary, signed June 1, 1990, enters
into force for United States, with authority to prescribe
implementing regulations effective Mar. 9, 1992, but with no such
regulation to be effective until date on which Agreement enters
into force for United States, see section 308 of Pub. L. 102-251,
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set out as a note under section 773 of Title 16, Conservation.

-End-

-HEAD-

Sec. 1123. National sea grant college program

-STATUTE-

(a) Program maintenance

The Secretary shall maintain within the Administration a program
to be known as the national sea grant college program. The national
sea grant college program shall be administered by a national sea
grant office within the Administration.

(b) Program elements

The national sea grant college program shall consist of the
financial assistance and other activities authorized in this
subchapter, and shall provide support for the following elements -

(1) sea grant programs which comprise a national sea grant
college program network, including international projects
conducted within such programs;

(2) administration of the national sea grant college program
and this subchapter by the national sea grant office, the
Administration, and the panel;

(3) the fellowship program under section 1127 of this title;
and

(4) any national strategic investments in fields relating to
ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources developed with the
approval of the panel, the sea grant colleges, and the sea grant
institutes.

(¢) Responsibilities of Secretary

(1) The Secretary, in consultation with the panel, sea grant
colleges, and sea grant institutes, shall develop at least every 4
years a strategic plan that establishes priorities for the national
sea grant college program, provides an appropriately balanced
response to local, regional, and national needs, and is reflective
of integration with the relevant portions of the strategic plans of
the Department of Commerce and of the Administration.

(2) Within 6 months of March 6, 1998, the Secretary, in
consultation with the panel, sea grant colleges, and sea grant
institutes, shall establish guidelines related to the activities
and responsibilities of sea grant colleges and sea grant
institutes. Such guidelines shall include requirements for the
conduct of merit review by the sea grant colleges and sea grant
institutes of proposals for grants and contracts to be awarded
under section 1124 of this title, providing, at a minimum, for
standardized documentation of such proposals and peer review of all
research projects.

(3) The Secretary shall by regulation prescribe the
qualifications required for designation of sea grant colleges and
sea grant institutes under section 1126 of this title.

(4) To carry out the provisions of this subchapter, the Secretary
may -

(A) appoint, assign the duties, transfer, and fix the
compensation of such personnel as may be necessary, in accordance
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with civil service laws;
(B) make appointments with respect to temporary and
intermittent services to the extent authorized by section 3109 of
title 5;
(C) publish or arrange for the publication of, and otherwise
disseminate, in cooperation with other offices and programs in
the Administration and without regard to section 501 of title 44,
any information of research, educational, training or other value
in fields related to ocean, coastal, or Great Lakes resources;
(D) enter into contracts, cooperative agreements, and other
transactions without regard to section 5 of title 41;
(E) notwithstanding section 1342 of title 31, accept donations
and voluntary and uncompensated services;
(F) accept funds from other Federal departments and agencies,
including agencies within the Administration, to pay for and add
to grants made and contracts entered into by the Secretary; and
(G) promulgate such rules and regulations as may be necessary
and appropriate.
(d) Director of National Sea Grant College Program

(1) The Secretary shall appoint, as the Director of the National
Sea Grant College Program, a qualified individual who has
appropriate administrative experience and knowledge or expertise in
fields related to ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources. The
Director shall be appointed and compensated, without regard to the
provisions of title 5 governing appointments in the competitive
service, at a rate payable under section 5376 of title 5.

(2) Subject to the supervision of the Secretary, the Director
shall administer the national sea grant college program and oversee
the operation of the national sea grant office. In addition to any
other duty prescribed by law or assigned by the Secretary, the
Director shall -

(A) facilitate and coordinate the development of a long-range
strategic plan under subsection (¢)(1) of this section;

(B) advise the Secretary with respect to the expertise and
capabilities which are available within or through the national
sea grant college program and encourage the use of such expertise
and capabilities, on a cooperative or other basis, by other
offices and activities within the Administration, and other
Federal departments and agencies;

(C) advise the Secretary on the designation of sea grant
colleges and sea grant institutes, and, if appropriate, on the
termination or suspension of any such designation; and

(D) encourage the establishment and growth of sea grant
programs, and cooperation and coordination with other Federal
activities in fields related to ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes
resources.

(3) With respect to sea grant colleges and sea grant institutes,
the Director shall -

(A)(i) evaluate the performance of the programs of sea grant
colleges and sea grant institutes, using the priorities,
guidelines, and qualifications established by the Secretary under
subsection (¢) of this section, and determine which of the
programs are the best managed and carry out the highest quality
research, education, extension, and training activities; and

(i1) rate the programs according to their relative performance
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(as determined under clause (i)) into no less than 5 categories,
with each of the 2 best-performing categories containing no more
than 25 percent of the programs;

(B) subject to the availability of appropriations, allocate
funding among sea grant colleges and sea grant institutes so as
to -

(i) promote healthy competition among sea grant colleges and
institutes;

(i1) encourage successful implementation of sea grant
programs;

(iii) to the maximum extent consistent with other provisions
of this subchapter, provide a stable base of funding for sea
grant colleges and institutes; and

(iv) encourage and promote coordination and cooperation
between the research, education, and outreach programs of the
Administration and those of academic institutions; and

(C) ensure compliance with the guidelines for merit review
under subsection (c¢)(2) of this section.

-SOURCE-
(Pub. L. 89-454, title II, Sec. 204, as added Pub. L. 89-688, Sec.
1, Oct. 15, 1966, 80 Stat. 999; amended Pub. L. 90-477, Sec. 1(2),
Aug. 11, 1968, 82 Stat. 704; Pub. L. 93-73, Sec. 1(2)-(7), July 10,
1973, 87 Stat. 170; Pub. L. 94-461, Sec. 2, Oct. 8, 1976, 90 Stat.
1963; Pub. L. 95-428, Secs. 2(b), 3(1), Oct. 7, 1978, 92 Stat. 999;
Pub. L. 96-289, Sec. 1(2), June 28, 1980, 94 Stat. 605; Pub. L.
100-220, title III, Secs. 3104(b)(1)(D), (2), (c), 3105(b), Dec.
29, 1987, 101 Stat. 1470, 1471; Pub. L. 102-186, Secs. 2,
4(b)(1)(A), Dec. 4, 1991, 105 Stat. 1282, 1283; Pub. L. 105-160,
Sec. 5, Mar. 6, 1998, 112 Stat. 22; Pub. L. 107-299, Sec. 3(a),
(b)(1), (c), Nov. 26, 2002, 116 Stat. 2345, 2346.)

-REFTEXT-
REFERENCES IN TEXT

The civil service laws, referred to in subsec. (c)(4)(A), are set
forth in Title 5, Government Organization and Employees. See,
particularly, section 3301 et seq. of Title 5.

The provisions of title 5 governing appointments in the
competitive service, referred to in subsec. (d)(1), are classified
generally to section 3301 et seq. of Title 5, Government
Organization and Employees.

This subchapter, referred to in subsec. (d)(3)(B)(iii), was in
the original "this Act" and was translated as reading "this title"
meaning title IT of Pub. L. 89-454, which enacted this subchapter,
to reflect the probable intent of Congress.

-MISC1-
AMENDMENTS

2002 - Subsec. (c)(1). Pub. L. 107-299, Sec. 3(a), amended par.
(1) generally. Prior to amendment, par. (1) read as follows: "The
Secretary, in consultation with the panel, sea grant colleges, and
sea grant institutes, shall develop a long-range strategic plan
which establishes priorities for the national sea grant college
program and which provides an appropriately balanced response to
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local, regional, and national needs."

Subsec. (d)(3)(A). Pub. L. 107-299, Sec. 3(b)(1), amended subpar.
(A) generally. Prior to amendment, subpar. (A) read as follows:
"evaluate the programs of sea grant colleges and sea grant
institutes, using the priorities, guidelines, and qualifications
established by the Secretary;".

Subsec. (d)(3)(B)(iv). Pub. L. 107-299, Sec. 3(c), added cl.

@iv).

1998 - Pub. L. 105-160 amended section catchline and text
generally. Prior to amendment text consisted of subsecs. (a) to (d)
relating to maintenance within the Administration of the National
Sea Grant College Program, appointment and compensation of a
Director of the program, duties of the Director, and powers of the
Secretary to carry out the provisions of this subchapter.

1991 - Subsec. (a). Pub. L. 102-186, Sec. 2(a), amended subsec.
(a) generally. Prior to amendment, subsec. (a) read as follows:
"The Secretary shall maintain, within the Administration, a program
to be known as the national sea grant college program. The national
sea grant college program shall consist of the financial assistance
and other activities provided for in this subchapter. The Secretary
shall establish long-range planning guidelines and priorities for,
and adequately evaluate, this program."

Subsec. (c)(3). Pub. L. 102-186, Sec. 4(b)(1)(A), substituted
"section 1124" for "sections 1124 and 1125".

Subsec. (¢)(8). Pub. L. 102-186, Sec. 2(b), added par. (8).

Subsec. (d)(6). Pub. L. 102-186, Sec. 2(c), inserted "and add"
after "to pay for".

1987 - Subsec. (b)(1)(A). Pub. L. 100-220, Sec. 3104(b)(1)(D),
substituted "ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources" for "ocean
and coastal resources".

Subsec. (¢). Pub. L. 100-220, Sec. 3104(c), substituted "Under
Secretary" for "Administrator" wherever appearing in introductory
provisions and par. (2).

Subsec. (c)(5). Pub. L. 100-220, Sec. 3104(b)(2), substituted
"ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources" for "ocean and coastal
resource".

Subsec. (d)(3). Pub. L. 100-220, Sec. 3104(b)(1)(D), substituted
"ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources" for "ocean and coastal
resources” in two places.

Subsec. (d)(6). Pub. L. 100-220, Sec. 3105(b), struck out "under
section 1124(a) of this title" after "Secretary".

1980 - Subsec. (c)(5) to (7). Pub. L. 96-289 added par. (5) and
redesignated former pars. (5) and (6) as (6) and (7), respectively.

1978 - Subsecs. (a) to (c). Pub. L. 95-428, Sec. 2(b),
substituted "national sea grant college program" for "national sea
grant program" wherever appearing.

Subsec. (d)(6), (7). Pub. L. 95-428, Sec. 3(1)(B), (C), added
par. (6) and redesignated former par. (6) as (7).

1976 - Pub. L. 94-461 substituted provisions covering the
establishment and administration of the national sea grant program
for provisions covering the marine resource development programs.

1973 - Subsec. (a). Pub. L. 93-73, Sec. 1(2), (5), deleted item
(1) designation for provision respecting consultation with experts
and Federal agencies, deleted item (2) provision for seeking advice
and counsel from the National Council on Marine Resources and
Engineering Development, and substituted "Secretary" for
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"Foundation".

Subsec. (b). Pub. L. 93-73, Sec. 1(5), substituted "Secretary"
for "Foundation" and "his authority" for "its authority".

Subsec. (d)(1). Pub. L. 93-73, Sec. 1(3), (5), authorized Federal
contributions exceeding percentage limitation to programs limited
to one percent of appropriations for the fiscal year when reducing
or eliminating matching payments by a participant when Secretary
determines it would be inequitable relevant to the benefits derived
by the participant from the program to require the participant to
make a one-third payment of the cost, and substituted "Secretary”
for "Foundation" in last sentence.

Subsec. (d)(2). Pub. L. 93-73, Sec. 1(4), (5), made prohibitions
of paragraph inapplicable to non-self-propelled habitats, buoys,
platforms, or other similar devices or structures, used principally
for research purposes and substituted "Secretary” for "foundation".

Subsecs. (d)(3), (e). Pub. L. 93-73, Sec. 1(5), substituted
"Secretary" for "Foundation".

Subsec. (f). Pub. L. 93-73, Sec. 1(5), substituted "Secretary"
for "Foundation" and "his functions" for "its functions".

Subsec. (g). Pub. L. 93-73, Sec. 1(6), substituted provisions for
exercise of powers and authority under this subchapter by the
Secretary rather than the Foundation under the powers and authority
of the National Science Foundation Act of 1950, as amended.

Subsec. (h). Pub. L. 93-73, Sec. 1(5), substituted "Secretary"
for "Foundation" and "his functions" for "its functions".

Subsec. (i)(3). Pub. L. 93-73, Sec. 1(7), inserted "and which is
so designated by the Secretary" after "marine resources".

Subsec. (1)(4)(A) to (C). Pub. L. 93-73, Sec. 1(5), substituted
"Secretary" for "Foundation".

1968 - Subsec. (d)(1). Pub. L. 90-477 struck out "in any fiscal
year" after "The total amount of payments" and "by any
participants".

REVIEW OF EVALUATION AND RATING PROCESS
Pub. L. 107-299, Sec. 3(b)(2), Nov. 26, 2002, 116 Stat. 2346,
provided that:
"(A) After 3 years after the date of the enactment of this Act
[Nov. 26, 2002], the Secretary of Commerce, acting through the
Under Secretary of Commerce for Oceans and Atmosphere, shall
contract with the National Academy of Sciences -
"(i) to review the effectiveness of the evaluation and rating
system under the amendment made by paragraph (1) in determining
the relative performance of programs of sea grant colleges and
sea grant institutes;
"(ii) to evaluate whether the sea grant programs have improved
as a result of the evaluation process; and
"(iii) to make appropriate recommendations to improve the
overall effectiveness of the evaluation process.
"(B) The National Academy of Sciences shall submit a report to
the Congress on the findings and recommendations of the panel under
subparagraph (A) by not later than 4 years after the date of the
enactment of this Act [Nov. 26, 2002]."

NOTICE OF REORGANIZATION
Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 9(d), Mar. 6, 1998, 112 Stat. 27, provided
that: "The Secretary of Commerce shall provide notice to the
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Committees on Science, Resources, and Appropriations of the House
of Representatives and the Committees on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation and Appropriations of the Senate, not later than 45
days before any major reorganization of any program, project, or
activity of the National Sea Grant College Program."

-SECREF-
SECTION REFERRED TO IN OTHER SECTIONS
This section is referred to in sections 1122, 1124, 1126, 1128,
1131 of this title.

-End-

-CITE-
33 USC Sec. 1124 01/19/04

-EXPCITE-
TITLE 33 - NAVIGATION AND NAVIGABLE WATERS

CHAPTER 22 - SEA GRANT COLLEGES AND MARINE SCIENCE DEVELOPMENT
SUBCHAPTER II - NATIONAL SEA GRANT COLLEGE PROGRAM

-HEAD-
Sec. 1124. Program or project grants and contracts

-STATUTE-
(a) Authorization; purposes; limitation on amount
The Secretary may make grants and enter into contracts under this
subsection to assist any sea grant program or project if the
Secretary finds that such program or project will -
(1) implement the objective set forth in section 1121(b) of
this title; and
(2) be responsive to the needs or problems of individual States
or regions.

The total amount paid pursuant to any such grant or contract may
equal 66 2/3 percent, or any lesser percent, of the total cost of
the sea grant program or project involved; except that this
limitation shall not apply in the case of grants or contracts paid
for with funds accepted by the Secretary under section
1123(c)(4)(F) of this title.
(b) Special grants; maximum amount; prerequisites

The Secretary may make special grants under this subsection to
implement the objective set forth in section 1121(b) of this title.
The amount of any such grant may equal 100 percent, or any lesser
percent, of the total cost of the project involved. No grant may be
made under this subsection unless the Secretary finds that -

(1) no reasonable means is available through which the
applicant can meet the matching requirement for a grant under
subsection (a) of this section;

(2) the probable benefit of such project outweighs the public
interest in such matching requirement; and

(3) the same or equivalent benefit cannot be obtained through
the award of a contract or grant under subsection (a) of this
section.
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The total amount which may be provided for grants under this
subsection during any fiscal year shall not exceed an amount equal
to 1 percent of the total funds appropriated for such year pursuant
to section 1131 of this title.
(c) Eligibility and procedure

Any person may apply to the Secretary for a grant or contract
under this section. Application shall be made in such form and
manner, and with such content and other submissions, as the
Secretary shall by regulation prescribe. The Secretary shall act
upon each such application within 6 months after the date on which
all required information is received.
(d) Terms and conditions

(1) Any grant made, or contract entered into, under this section
shall be subject to the limitations and provisions set forth in
paragraphs (2), (3), and (4) and to such other terms, conditions,
and requirements as the Secretary deems necessary or appropriate.
Terms, conditions, and requirements imposed by the Secretary under
this paragraph shall minimize any requirement of prior Federal
approval.

(2) No payment under any grant or contract under this section may
be applied to -

(A) the purchase or rental of any land; or
(B) the purchase, rental, construction, preservation, or repair
of any building, dock, or vessel;

except that payment under any such grant or contract may be applied
to the short-term rental of buildings or facilities for meetings

which are in direct support of any sea grant program or project and
may, if approved by the Secretary, be applied to the purchase,

rental, construction, preservation, or repair of non-self-propelled
habitats, buoys, platforms, and other similar devices or

structures, or to the rental of any research vessel which is used

in direct support of activities under any sea grant program or

project.

(3) The total amount which may be obligated for payment pursuant
to grants made to, and contracts entered into with, persons under
this section within any one State in any fiscal year shall not
exceed an amount equal to 15 percent of the total funds
appropriated for such year pursuant to section 1131 of this title.

(4) Any person who receives or utilizes any proceeds of any grant
or contract under this section shall keep such records as the
Secretary shall by regulation prescribe as being necessary and
appropriate to facilitate effective audit and evaluation, including
records which fully disclose the amount and disposition by such
recipient of such proceeds, the total cost of the program or
project in connection with which such proceeds were used, and the
amount, if any, of such cost which was provided through other
sources. Such records shall be maintained for 3 years after the
completion of such a program or project. The Secretary and the
Comptroller General of the United States, or any of their duly
authorized representatives, shall have access, for the purpose of
audit and evaluation, to any books, documents, papers, and records
of receipts which, in the opinion of the Secretary or of the
Comptroller General, may be related or pertinent to such grants and
contracts.

168

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.


http://www.nap.edu/catalog/11670.html

-SOURCE-
(Pub. L. 89-454, title II, Sec. 205, as added Pub. L. 89-688, Sec.
1, Oct. 15, 1966, 80 Stat. 1001; amended Pub. L. 93-73, Sec. 1(8),
July 10, 1973, 87 Stat. 170; Pub. L. 94-461, Sec. 2, Oct. 8, 1976,
90 Stat. 1964; Pub. L. 95-428, Sec. 3(2), Oct. 7, 1978, 92 Stat.
999; Pub. L. 96-289, Sec. 1(3), June 28, 1980, 94 Stat. 605; Pub.
L. 100-220, title III, Sec. 3105(a), Dec. 29, 1987, 101 Stat. 1471,
Pub. L. 102-186, Sec. 4(b)(1)(B), Dec. 4, 1991, 105 Stat. 1283;
Pub. L. 107-299, Sec. 4, Nov. 26, 2002, 116 Stat. 2346.)

-MISC1-
AMENDMENTS

2002 - Subsec. (a). Pub. L. 107-299 substituted "section
1123(c)(4)(F)" for "section 1123(d)(6)" in concluding provisions.

1991 - Subsec. (b)(3). Pub. L. 102-186 struck out reference to
section 1125 of this title after reference to subsection (a) of
this section.

1987 - Subsec. (d)(1). Pub. L. 100-220 inserted at end "Terms,
conditions, and requirements imposed by the Secretary under this
paragraph shall minimize any requirement of prior Federal
approval."

1980 - Subsec. (d)(2). Pub. L. 96-289 authorized application of
any payment under a grant or contract to the short-term rental of
buildings or facilities for meetings which are in direct support of
any sea grant program or project.

1978 - Subsec. (a). Pub. L. 95-428 made the percentage limitation
inapplicable to grants or contracts paid for with funds accepted by
the Secretary under section 1123(d)(6) of this title.

1976 - Pub. L. 94-461 substituted provisions covering program or
project grants and contracts for provisions authorizing the study
of ways to share with other countries the results of marine
research useful in the exploration, development, conservation, and
management of marine resources.

1973 - Pub. L. 93-73 substituted provisions for study of
international marine technology transfer for prior provisions
respecting advisory functions of National Council on Marine
Resources and Development.

-SECREF-
SECTION REFERRED TO IN OTHER SECTIONS
This section is referred to in sections 1123, 1126, 1128 of this
title; title 16 section 4741.

-End-

-HEAD-
Sec. 1124a omitted.
-End-

-HEAD-
Sec. 1125 omitted.
-End-
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-HEAD-
Sec. 1126. Sea grant colleges and sea grant institutes

-STATUTE-
(a) Designation
(1) A sea grant college or sea grant institute shall meet the
following qualifications -

(A) have an existing broad base of competence in fields related
to ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources;

(B) make a long-term commitment to the objective in section
1121(b) of this title, as determined by the Secretary;

(C) cooperate with other sea grant colleges and institutes and
other persons to solve problems or meet needs relating to ocean,
coastal, and Great Lakes resources;

(D) have received financial assistance under section 1124 of
this title;

(E) be recognized for excellence in fields related to ocean,
coastal, and Great Lakes resources (including marine resources
management and science), as determined by the Secretary; and

(F) meet such other qualifications as the Secretary, in
consultation with the panel, considers necessary or appropriate.

(2) The Secretary may designate an institution, or an association
or alliance of two or more such institutions, as a sea grant
college if the institution, association, or alliance -

(A) meets the qualifications in paragraph (1); and
(B) maintains a program of research, advisory services,
training, and education in fields related to ocean, coastal, and

Great Lakes resources.

(3) The Secretary may designate an institution, or an association
or alliance of two or more such institutions, as a sea grant
institute if the institution, association, or alliance -

(A) meets the qualifications in paragraph (1); and
(B) maintains a program which includes, at a minimum, research
and advisory services.
(b) Existing designees

Any institution, or association or alliance of two or more such
institutions, designated as a sea grant college or awarded
institutional program status by the Director prior to March 6,
1998, shall not have to reapply for designation as a sea grant
college or sea grant institute, respectively, after March 6, 1998,
if the Director determines that the institution, or association or
alliance of institutions, meets the qualifications in subsection
(a) of this section.

(c) Suspension or termination of designation

The Secretary may, for cause and after an opportunity for
hearing, suspend or terminate any designation under subsection (a)
of this section.

(d) Duties

Subject to any regulations prescribed or guidelines established
by the Secretary, it shall be the responsibility of each sea grant
college and sea grant institute -

(1) to develop and implement, in consultation with the
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Secretary and the panel, a program that is consistent with the
guidelines and priorities established under section 1123(c) of
this title; and

(2) to conduct a merit review of all proposals for grants and
contracts to be awarded under section 1124 of this title.

(e) Annual report on progress

(1) Report requirement

The Secretary shall report annually to the Committee on
Resources and the Committee on Science of the House of
Representatives, and to the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation of the Senate, on efforts and progress made by
colleges, universities, institutions, associations, and alliances
to become designated under this section as sea grant colleges or
sea grant institutes, including efforts and progress made by sea
grant institutes in being designated as sea grant colleges.
(2) Territories and freely associated States

The report shall include description of -

(A) efforts made by colleges, universities, associations,
institutions, and alliances in United States territories and
freely associated States to develop the expertise necessary to
be designated as a sea grant institute or sea grant college;

(B) the administrative, technical, and financial assistance
provided by the Secretary to those entities seeking to be
designated; and

(C) the additional actions or activities necessary for those
entities to meet the qualifications for such designation under
subsection (a)(1) of this section.

-SOURCE-

(Pub. L. 89-454, title II, Sec. 207, as added Pub. L. 94-461, Sec.

2, Oct. 8, 1976, 90 Stat. 1966; amended Pub. L. 100-220, title ITI,
Sec. 3104(b)(1)(E), Dec. 29, 1987, 101 Stat. 1470; Pub. L. 105-160,
Sec. 7, Mar. 6, 1998, 112 Stat. 24; Pub. L. 107-299, Sec. 8, Nov.
26,2002, 116 Stat. 2348.)

-MISC1-

AMENDMENTS

2002 - Subsec. (e). Pub. L. 107-299 added subsec. (¢).

1998 - Pub. L. 105-160 amended section catchline and text
generally. Prior to amendment text consisted of subsecs. (a) to (c)
relating to authorization of the Secretary to designate sea grant
college and sea grant regional consortia with certain
prerequisites, requirement of regulations to prescribe
qualifications and guidelines, and authorization of the Secretary
to suspend or terminate any designation.

1987 - Subsec. (2)(2)(A), (3)(A), (B). Pub. L. 100-220
substituted "ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources" for "ocean
and coastal resources".

-SECREF-

SECTION REFERRED TO IN OTHER SECTIONS
This section is referred to in sections 1122, 1123, 1126 of this
title.

-End-
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-HEAD-
Sec. 1127. Fellowships

-STATUTE-

(a) In general

To carry out the educational and training objectives of this
subchapter, the Secretary shall support a program of fellowships
for qualified individuals at the graduate and post-graduate level.
The fellowships shall be related to ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes
resources and awarded pursuant to guidelines established by the
Secretary. The Secretary shall strive to ensure equal access for
minority and economically disadvantaged students to the program
carried out under this subsection. Not later than 1 year after
November 26, 2002, and every 2 years thereafter, the Secretary
shall submit a report to the Congress describing the efforts by the
Secretary to ensure equal access for minority and economically
disadvantaged students to the program carried out under this
subsection, and the results of such efforts.
(b) Dean John A. Knauss Marine Policy Fellowship

The Secretary may award marine policy fellowships to support the
placement of individuals at the graduate level of education in
fields related to ocean, coastal and Great Lakes resources in
positions with the executive and legislative branches of the United
States Government. A fellowship awarded under this subsection shall
be for a period of not more than 1 year.

-SOURCE-

(Pub. L. 89-454, title II, Sec. 208, as added Pub. L. 94-461, Sec.
2, Oct. 8, 1976, 90 Stat. 1966; amended Pub. L. 100-66, Sec. 3,
July 10, 1987, 101 Stat. 384; Pub. L. 100-220, title III, Sec.
3107, Dec. 29, 1987, 101 Stat. 1472; Pub. L. 102-186, Sec.
4(b)(1)(C), (D), Dec. 4, 1991, 105 Stat. 1283; Pub. L. 105-160,
Sec. 4(b)(2), Mar. 6, 1998, 112 Stat. 22; Pub. L. 107-299, Sec. 5,
Nov. 26,2002, 116 Stat. 2346.)

-REFTEXT-

REFERENCES IN TEXT
This subchapter, referred to in subsec. (a), was in the original
"this Act" and was translated as reading "this title" meaning title
II of Pub. L. 89-454, which enacted this subchapter, to reflect the
probable intent of Congress.

-MISCI1-

AMENDMENTS

2002 - Subsec. (a). Pub. L. 107-299, Sec. 5(a), inserted at end
"The Secretary shall strive to ensure equal access for minority and
economically disadvantaged students to the program carried out
under this subsection. Not later than 1 year after November 26,
2002, and every 2 years thereafter, the Secretary shall submit a
report to the Congress describing the efforts by the Secretary to
ensure equal access for minority and economically disadvantaged
students to the program carried out under this subsection, and the
results of such efforts."

Subsec. (¢). Pub. L. 107-299, Sec. 5(b), struck out heading and
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text of subsec. (c¢). Text read as follows: "The Secretary shall
establish and administer a program of postdoctoral fellowships to
accelerate research in critical subject areas. The fellowship
awards -
"(1) shall be for 2 years;
"(2) may be renewed once for not more than 2 years;
"(3) shall be awarded on a nationally competitive basis;
"(4) may be used at any institution of post-secondary education
involved in the national sea grant college program;
"(5) shall be for up to 100 percent of the total cost of the
fellowship; and
"(6) may be made to recipients of terminal professional

degrees, as well as doctoral degree recipients."

1998 - Pub. L. 105-160 substituted "Secretary" for "Under
Secretary" in subsec. (a) in two places and in subsecs. (b) and
(©).

1991 - Subsec. (c)(5) to (7). Pub. L. 102-186 inserted "and"
after semicolon at end of par. (5), redesignated par. (7) as (6),
and struck out former par. (6) which read as follows: "may be made
for any of the priority areas of research identified in the sea
grant strategic research plan in effect under section 1125 of this
title; and".

1987 - Subsec. (a). Pub. L. 100-220 amended subsec. (a)
generally. Prior to amendment, subsec. (a) read as follows: "The
Secretary shall support a sea grant fellowship program to provide
educational and training assistance to qualified individuals at the
undergraduate and graduate levels of education in fields related to
ocean and coastal resources. Such fellowships shall be awarded
pursuant to guidelines established by the Secretary. Except as
provided in subsection (b) of this section, sea grant fellowships
may only be awarded by sea grant colleges, sea grant regional
consortia, institutions of higher education, and professional
associations and institutes."

Pub. L. 100-66, Sec. 3(1), substituted "Except as provided in
subsection (b) of this section, sea" for "Sea".

Subsec. (b). Pub. L. 100-220 amended subsec. (b) generally. Prior
to amendment, subsec. (b) read as follows:

"(1) As part of the sea grant fellowship program, the Secretary
may award sea grant fellowships to support the placement of
qualified individuals in positions with the executive and
legislative branches of the United States Government. No fellowship
may be awarded under this paragraph for a period exceeding one
year.

"(2) For purposes of this subsection, the term 'qualified
individual' means an individual at the graduate level of education
in fields related to ocean and coastal resources."

Pub. L. 100-66, Sec. 3(2), (3), added subsec. (b) and
redesignated former subsec. (b) as (c).

Subsec. (c). Pub. L. 100-220 amended subsec. (c) generally. Prior
to amendment, subsec. (c) read as follows: "The total amount which
may be provided for grants under the sea grant fellowship program
during any fiscal year shall not exceed an amount equal to 5
percent of the total funds appropriated for such year pursuant to
section 1131 of this title."

Pub. L. 100-66, Sec. 3(2), redesignated former subsec. (b) as

(©).
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EFFECTIVE DATE OF 1987 AMENDMENT
Section 4 of Pub. L. 100-66 provided that: "The amendment made by
section 3 [amending this section] shall take effect January 1,
1978."

-SECREF-
SECTION REFERRED TO IN OTHER SECTIONS
This section is referred to in section 1123 of this title.

-End-

-HEAD-
Sec. 1128. Sea grant review panel

-STATUTE-
(a) Establishment
There shall be established an independent committee to be known
as the sea grant review panel.
(b) Duties
The panel shall advise the Secretary and the Director concerning
(1) applications or proposals for, and performance under,
grants and contracts awarded under section 1124 of this title;
(2) the sea grant fellowship program;
(3) the designation and operation of sea grant colleges and sea
grant institutes, and the operation of sea grant programs;
(4) the formulation and application of the planning guidelines
and priorities under section 1123(a) and (c)(1) of this title;
and
(5) such other matters as the Secretary refers to the panel for
review and advice.

The Secretary shall make available to the panel such information,
personnel, and administrative services and assistance as it may
reasonably require to carry out its duties.
(c) Membership, terms, and powers

(1) The panel shall consist of 15 voting members who shall be
appointed by the Secretary. The Director and a director of a sea
grant program who is elected by the various directors of sea grant
programs shall serve as nonvoting members of the panel. Not less
than 8 of the voting members of the panel shall be individuals who,
by reason of knowledge, experience, or training, are especially
qualified in one or more of the disciplines and fields included in
marine science. The other voting members shall be individuals who,
by reason of knowledge, experience, or training, are especially
qualified in, or representative of, education, marine affairs and
resource management, extension services, State government,
industry, economics, planning, or any other activity which is
appropriate to, and important for, any effort to enhance the
understanding, assessment, development, utilization, or
conservation of ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes resources. No
individual is eligible to be a voting member of the panel if the
individual is (A) the director of a sea grant college or sea grant
institute; (B) an applicant for, or beneficiary (as determined by
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the Secretary) of, any grant or contract under section 1124 of this
title; or (C) a full-time officer or employee of the United States.

(2) The term of office of a voting member of the panel shall be 3
years for a member appointed before November 26, 2002, and 4 years
for a member appointed or reappointed after November 26, 2002. The
Director may extend the term of office of a voting member of the
panel appointed before November 26, 2002, by up to 1 year. At least
once each year, the Secretary shall publish a notice in the Federal
Register soliciting nominations for membership on the panel.

(3) Any individual appointed to a partial or full term may be
reappointed for one additional full term. A voting member may serve
after the date of the expiration of the term of office for which
appointed until his or her successor has taken office.

(4) The panel shall select one voting member to serve as the
Chairman and another voting member to serve as the Vice Chairman.
The Vice Chairman shall act as Chairman in the absence or
incapacity of the Chairman.

(5) Voting members of the panel shall -

(A) receive compensation at a rate established by the

Secretary, not to exceed the maximum daily rate payable under

section 5376 of title 5, when actually engaged in the performance

of duties for such panel; and
(B) be reimbursed for actual and reasonable expenses incurred
in the performance of such duties.

(6) The panel shall meet on a biannual basis and, at any other
time, at the call of the Chairman or upon the request of a majority
of the voting members or of the Director.

(7) The panel may exercise such powers as are reasonably
necessary in order to carry out its duties under subsection (b) of
this section.

-SOURCE-

(Pub. L. 89-454, title II, Sec. 209, as added Pub. L. 94-461, Sec.
2, Oct. 8, 1976, 90 Stat. 1967; amended Pub. L. 96-289, Sec. 1(5),
June 28, 1980, 94 Stat. 605; Pub. L. 100-220, title III, Secs.
3104(b)(1)(F), 3108, Dec. 29, 1987, 101 Stat. 1471, 1473; Pub. L.
102-186, Secs. 4(b)(1)(E), (F), 5(b)(2), Dec. 4, 1991, 105 Stat.
1283, 1284; Pub. L. 105-160, Secs. 4(b)(1), 8, Mar. 6, 1998, 112
Stat. 22, 25; Pub. L. 107-299, Sec. 6, Nov. 26, 2002, 116 Stat.
2346.)

-MISCI1-

AMENDMENTS

2002 - Subsec. (¢)(2). Pub. L. 107-299 inserted first and second
sentences and struck out former first sentence which read as
follows: "The term of office of a voting member of the panel shall
be 3 years, except that of the original appointees, five shall be
appointed for a term of 1 year, five shall be appointed for a term
of 2 years, and five shall be appointed for a term of 3 years."

1998 - Subsec. (a). Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 8(a), struck out at end
"The panel shall, on the 60th day after October 8, 1976, supersede
the sea grant advisory panel in existence before October 8, 1976."

Subsec. (b). Pub. L. 105-160, Secs. 4(b)(1), 8(b)(1), inserted
heading and in introductory provisions substituted "The panel" for
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"The Panel" and struck out ", the Under Secretary," after "the
Secretary".

Subsec. (b)(1). Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 8(b)(2), struck out "and
section 1124a of this title" before semicolon at end.

Subsec. (b)(3). Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 8(b)(3), substituted
"institutes" for "regional consortia".

Subsec. (¢)(1)(A). Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 8(c)(1), substituted
"college or sea grant institute" for "college, sea grant regional
consortium, or sea grant program".

Subsec. (¢)(5)(A). Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 8(c)(2), added subpar.
(A) and struck out former subpar. (A) which read as follows:
"receive compensation at the daily rate for GS-18 of the General
Schedule under section 5332 of title 5 when actually engaged in the
performance of duties for such panel; and".

1991 - Subsec. (b)(1). Pub. L. 102-186, Sec. 4(b)(1)(E),
substituted "section 1124" for "sections 1124 and 1125".

Subsec. (c)(1). Pub. L. 102-186, Secs. 4(b)(1)(F), 5(b)(2),
inserted "marine affairs and resource management," after
"education," in fourth sentence and struck out "or 1125" after
"1124" in last sentence.

1987 - Subsec. (b). Pub. L. 100-220, Sec. 3108(1), in
introductory provisions, substituted "The Panel shall advise the
Secretary, the Under Secretary, and the Director concerning - " for
"The panel shall take such steps as may be necessary to review, and
shall advise the Secretary, the Administrator, and the Director
with respect to - ", and in par. (1), inserted "and section 1124a
of this title".

Subsec. (c)(1). Pub. L. 100-220, Secs. 3104(b)(1)(F), 3108(2)(A),
(B), amended second sentence generally, substituted "8" for "five"
in third sentence, and substituted "ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes
resources" for "ocean and coastal resources" in fourth sentence.
Prior to amendment, second sentence read as follows: "The Director
shall serve as a nonvoting member of the panel.”

Subsec. (¢)(2). Pub. L. 100-220, Sec. 3108(2)(C), inserted at end
"At least once each year, the Secretary shall publish a notice in
the Federal Register soliciting nominations for membership on the
panel."

Subsec. (c)(3). Pub. L. 100-220, Sec. 3108(2)(D), struck out ",
or until 90 days after such date, whichever is earlier" after
"office" at end of second sentence.

1980 - Subsec. (c)(3). Pub. L. 96-289 substituted authorization
for reappointment for one additional full term of an appointee to a
partial or full term for prior authorization for filling vacancies
for remainder of appointee's term and prohibition against status as
a voting member after service of one full term as such voting
member.

-SECREF-

SECTION REFERRED TO IN OTHER SECTIONS
This section is referred to in section 1122 of this title.

-End-

-HEAD-
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Sec. 1129. Interagency cooperation

-STATUTE-

Each department, agency, or other instrumentality of the Federal
Government which is engaged in or concerned with, or which has
authority over, matters relating to ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes
resources -

(1) may, upon a written request from the Secretary, make
available, on a reimbursable basis or otherwise any personnel
(with their consent and without prejudice to their position and
rating), service, or facility which the Secretary deems necessary
to carry out any provision of this subchapter;

(2) shall, upon a written request from the Secretary, furnish
any available data or other information which the Secretary deems
necessary to carry out any provision of this subchapter; and

(3) shall cooperate with the Administration and duly authorized
officials thereof.

-SOURCE-
(Pub. L. 89-454, title II, Sec. 210, as added Pub. L. 94-461, Sec.
2, Oct. 8, 1976, 90 Stat. 1968; amended Pub. L. 100-220, title III,
Sec. 3104(b)(1)(G), Dec. 29, 1987, 101 Stat. 1471.)

-MISC1-
AMENDMENTS
1987 - Pub. L. 100-220 substituted "ocean, coastal, and Great
Lakes resources" for "ocean and coastal resources" in introductory
provisions.

-End-

-HEAD-
Sec. 1130 omitted.
-End-

-HEAD-
Sec. 1131. Authorization of appropriations

-STATUTE-
(a) Authorization
(1) In general
There are authorized to be appropriated to the Secretary to
carry out this subchapter -
(A) $60,000,000 for fiscal year 2003;
(B) $75,000,000 for fiscal year 2004;
(C) $77,500,000 for fiscal year 2005;
(D) $80,000,000 for fiscal year 2006;
(E) $82,500,000 for fiscal year 2007; and
(F) $85,000,000 for fiscal year 2008.
(2) Priority activities
In addition to the amounts authorized under paragraph (1),
there are authorized to be appropriated for each of fiscal years
2003 through 2008 -
(A) $5,000,000 for competitive grants for university research
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on the biology and control of zebra mussels and other important
aquatic nonnative species;

(B) $5,000,000 for competitive grants for university research
on oyster diseases, oyster restoration, and oyster-related
human health risks;

(C) $5,000,000 for competitive grants for university research
on the biology, prevention, and forecasting of harmful algal
blooms, including Pfiesteria piscicida; and

(D) $3,000,000 for competitive grants for fishery extension
activities conducted by sea grant colleges or sea grant
institutes to enhance, and not supplant, existing core program
funding.

(b) Limitations
(1) Administration
There may not be used for administration of programs under this
subchapter in a fiscal year more than 5 percent of the lesser of

(A) the amount authorized to be appropriated under this
subchapter for the fiscal year; or

(B) the amount appropriated under this subchapter for the
fiscal year.

(2) Use for other offices or programs
Sums appropriated under the authority of subsection (a)(2) of
this section shall not be available for administration of this
subchapter by the National Sea Grant Office, for any other
Administration or department program, or for any other
administrative expenses.
(c) Distribution of funds
In any fiscal year in which the appropriations made under
subsection (a)(1) of this section exceed the amounts appropriated
for fiscal year 2003 for the purposes described in such subsection,
the Secretary shall distribute any excess amounts (except amounts
used for the administration of the sea grant program) to any
combination of the following:
(1) sea grant programs, according to their rating under section
1123(d)(3)(A) of this title;
(2) national strategic investments authorized under section
1123(b)(4) of this title;
(3) a college, university, institution, association, or
alliance for activities that are necessary for it to be
designated as a sea grant college or sea grant institute; and
(4) a sea grant college or sea grant institute designated after
November 26, 2002, but not yet evaluated under section
1123(d)(3)(A) of this title.
(d) Availability of sums
Sums appropriated pursuant to this section shall remain available
until expended.
(e) Reversion of unobligated amounts
The amount of any grant, or portion of a grant, made to a person
under any section of this subchapter that is not obligated by that
person during the first fiscal year for which it was authorized to
be obligated or during the next fiscal year thereafter shall revert
to the Secretary. The Secretary shall add that reverted amount to
the funds available for grants under the section for which the
reverted amount was originally made available.
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-SOURCE-
(Pub. L. 89-454, title II, Sec. 212, as added Pub. L. 94-461, Sec.
2, Oct. 8, 1976, 90 Stat. 1968; amended Pub. L. 95-58, Sec. 1, June
29, 1977, 91 Stat. 254; Pub. L. 95-428, Sec. 3(5), Oct. 7, 1978, 92
Stat. 1000; Pub. L. 96-289, Sec. 1(6), June 28, 1980, 94 Stat. 605;
Pub. L. 98-623, title V, Sec. 501(a), Nov. 8, 1984, 98 Stat. 3410;
Pub. L. 100-220, title III, Sec. 3110, Dec. 29, 1987, 101 Stat.
1474; Pub. L. 102-186, Sec. 3, Dec. 4, 1991, 105 Stat. 1282; Pub.
L. 105-160, Sec. 9(a), (b), Mar. 6, 1998, 112 Stat. 26; Pub. L.
107-299, Sec. 7, Nov. 26, 2002, 116 Stat. 2347.)

-REFTEXT-
REFERENCES IN TEXT
This subchapter, referred to in subsec. (e), was in the original
"this Act" and was translated as reading "this title" meaning title
II of Pub. L. 89-454, which enacted this subchapter, to reflect the
probable intent of Congress.

-MISC1-
AMENDMENTS

2002 - Subsecs. (a) to (¢). Pub. L. 107-299 amended subsecs. (a)
to (c) generally, substituting provisions relating to
authorization, limitations, and distribution of funds for
provisions relating to authorization, program elements, and
priority oyster disease research.

1998 - Subsec. (a). Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 9(a), inserted heading
and amended text of subsec. (a) generally. Prior to amendment, text
read as follows: "There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out the provisions of sections 1124 and 1127 of this title, and
section 1124a of this title, an amount -

"(1) for fiscal year 1991, not to exceed $44,398,000;
"(2) for fiscal year 1992, not to exceed $46,014,000;
"(3) for fiscal year 1993, not to exceed $47,695,000;
"(4) for fiscal year 1994, not to exceed $49,443,000; and
"(5) for fiscal year 1995, not to exceed $51,261,000."

Subsec. (b). Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 9(b), inserted subsec. heading
and amended par. (1) generally. Prior to amendment, par. (1) read
as follows: "There is authorized to be appropriated for
administration of this subchapter, including section 1128 of this
title, by the National Sea Grant Office and the Administration, an
amount -

"(A) for fiscal year 1991, not to exceed $2,500,000;
"(B) for fiscal year 1992, not to exceed $2,600,000;
"(C) for fiscal year 1993, not to exceed $2,700,000;
"(D) for fiscal year 1994, not to exceed $2,800,000; and
"(E) for fiscal year 1995, not to exceed $2,900,000."

1991 - Subsecs. (a) to (c¢). Pub. L. 102-186 amended subsecs. (a)
to (c) generally. Prior to amendment, subsecs. (a) to (c) read as
follows:

"(a) There is authorized to be appropriated to carry out the
provisions of this subchapter other than sections 1125 and 1130 of
this title, an amount -

"(1) for fiscal year 1988, not to exceed $41,500,000;
"(2) for fiscal year 1989, not to exceed $50,500,000; and
"(3) for fiscal year 1990, not to exceed $51,000,000.
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"(b) There is authorized to be appropriated to carry out section

1125 of this title and section 1127(c) of this title, an amount -
"(1) for fiscal year 1988, not to exceed $500,000;
"(2) for fiscal year 1989, not to exceed $5,000,000; and
"(3) for fiscal year 1990, not to exceed $10,000,000.

"(c) There is authorized to be appropriated to carry out section
1130 of this title, an amount -

"(1) for fiscal year 1988, not to exceed $2,000,000;
"(2) for fiscal year 1989, not to exceed $2,500,000; and
"(3) for fiscal year 1990, not to exceed $3,000,000."

1987 - Pub. L. 100-220 amended section generally, substituting
provisions of subsecs. (a) to (e) relating to appropriations
authorizations for fiscal years 1988, 1989, and 1990, for
provisions formerly contained in a single unlettered paragraph
relating to appropriations authorizations for fiscal years 1978 to
1983 and 1985 to 1987.

1984 - Par. (4). Pub. L. 98-623 added par. (4).

1980 - Par. (3). Pub. L. 96-289 added par. (3).

1978 - Pub. L. 95-428 substituted appropriations authorization of
$50,000,000 for fiscal years 1977, and 1978, for prior $50,000,000
authorization for fiscal years ending Sept. 30, 1977, and 1978, and
authorized appropriation of $55,000,000 for fiscal years 1979 and
1980.

1977 - Pub. L. 95-58 substituted "each of the fiscal years ending
September 30, 1977, and September 30, 1978" for "the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1977".

NOTICE OF REPROGRAMMING

Pub. L. 105-160, Sec. 9(c), Mar. 6, 1998, 112 Stat. 26, provided
that: "If any funds authorized by this section are subject to a
reprogramming action that requires notice to be provided to the
Appropriations Committees of the House of Representatives and the
Senate, notice of such action shall concurrently be provided to the
Committees on Science and Resources of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the
Senate."

-SECREF-

SECTION REFERRED TO IN OTHER SECTIONS
This section is referred to in section 1124 of this title.

-End-

180

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.


http://www.nap.edu/catalog/11670.html

Appendix I

Letter from James Coleman, Chair-NRC Committee Sent to all
Individual Sea Grant Program Directors
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THE NATIONAL ACADEMIES

Advisers to the Nation on Science, Engineering, and Medicine

Ocean Studies Board

500 Fifth Street, NW, Room 752
Washington, DC 20001

Phone :202 334 2714

Fax: 202 334 2885
www.dels.nas.edu/osb

March 28, 2005

Dear (director’s name entered here):

As Chair of the new National Academies committee to evaluate the Sea Grant review
process | am writing to you to ask your assistance. In order to fully address our charge,
we need information and materials to inform our process and give us input regarding the
experiences of the state programs in the review process.

At the request of Congress, the Academies has named a committee to assess new
procedures adopted since the release of the 1994 NRC report, and in particular examine
such things as the effectiveness of those changes, the effectiveness of program review
procedures, and an assessment of the usefulness and fairness of the metrics developed for
program evaluation. The full task statement is available at:
http://dels.nas.edu/osb/Seagrant.shtml.

I would like to request the following materials from your office:

Any Final Evaluation Letters from NSGO

PAT Reports from Cycle 1 and Cycle 2 (if available)
Your response to the PAT reports

Any Cycle 2 briefing materials you have available

In addition, I’d like you to consider the following questions, and send any thoughts or
estimates you have to the Academies at the address listed above, to the attention of Ms.
Nancy Caputo. Please understand that any materials that are shared with the committee
will be included in a publicly accessible file. If you have concerns regarding material
you deem sensitive please contact Jennifer Merrill, the study’s director, at the phone
number above to discuss possible alternatives.

What do you believe is the primary goal of the four year review?
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Do you feel your program has improved as a result of the PAT and evaluation process? If
so, how?

Do you have any concerns about the current process you would care to share with the
committee?

How would you change the current evaluation process, and why?

If you’ve completed Cycle 2 of the PAT process do you have an estimate of the cost?
Please try to give a breakdown of travel and meeting costs, publication, and staff time
estimates. (Cycle 1 cost estimates were compiled by the SGA and the committee will be
accessing those estimates.)

On behalf of the committee, I’d like to thank you for taking the opportunity to share your
ideas and information with us. We are all looking forward to working with you and
hearing from you in the coming year as we pursue our evaluation. If you should want
additional information on the project or have questions regarding your submissions

please contact Jennifer Merrill at the address and phone given above, or at
jmerrill@nas.edu.

Best regards,

James M. Coleman

Chair, NRC Committee to Evaluate the Sea Grant Program Review Process
Boyd Professor, Louisiana State University and Agricultural and Mechanical College
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